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ABSTRACT

EXAMINATION OF THE INFLUENCE OF INSTRUCTIONAL COACHING ON TEACHER
AND PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR, ATTITUDES, AND THE RESULTANT LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

By Cynthia Pulkowski
May 2014

Dissertation supervised by Rick R. McCown, Ph.D.
Over the past few decades, stakeholders in education have placed significant emphasis on
student achievement. Educational reform in the United States and internationally has set
ambitious goals for student learning. Additionally, educational reform demands transformations
in classroom practices for teachers to become agents of change. As such, teacher
professionalism is at a threshold; moral purpose and change agentry are implicit in good teaching
and effective change (Fullan, 1993). Systems do not change themselves; rather, they change
through the actions of individuals and small groups (Fullan, 1993). In light of this notion, and in
the face of educational reform and accountability, this study aimed to increase understanding of
the influence of professional learning communities (PLCs) and propose an instructional coaching
model to foster collaborative change with teachers’ and principals’ behaviors and the learning
environment.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
A call for program proposals came to the attention of my organization late spring 2009.
A federal grant was available for education organizations to develop, validate, or expand
education programs that fit the classification Investing in Innovation (i3). The i3 program was a
substantial grant from the Federal Department of Education (DoE) that awarded millions of
dollars to grantees to carry out their proposals over a 5-year period. My organization decided to
apply for and received an i3 validation grant to examine what we were already doing in
providing professional development to K-6 teachers in Pennsylvania schools. What we realized
was, while the concept of ongoing professional development for all teachers and administrators
is agreed on in theory, rarely do schools adhere to providing such professional development
opportunities. So within the i3 grant application ASSET requested the school district or charter
school administrators discuss with the teachers the required 8 days of professional development
each year for the 5 years of the program. The administrator was required to sign off that they
spoke to and obtained agreement from the teachers, principals, union representatives, and school
boards that every teacher would attend the required number of days of professional development.
We quickly learned that this type of commitment was fertile ground for helping schools develop
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs). Professional development for educators, situated in
learning communities, is a strategy for sustaining school improvement through collaborative
investigation of how educators can better achieve their goals.
Complexities of Teaching
Teaching is a complex and monumental undertaking that requires the professional to
move, academically, approximately 30 diverse students to a level of academic achievement that
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is acceptable by numerous education departments. Students, who range in age between 5 and 18
years old, spend approximately 1,440 hours annually with one teacher in a classroom setting. In
this setting, relationships are formed, not only between students and their peers, but also between
students and the teacher.
Because these classroom relationships are paramount to student development and
learning, it is important to consider teacher characteristics. Optimum characteristics include
mutual respect, trust, active listening, encouragement, modeling, and thoughtful questions (Hoy,
Tarter, & Kottkamp, 1991). In other words, students should have healthy learning environments
where they can be honest about what they know or do not know and are provided fertile ground
where they can increase their learning achievement. Therefore, as with any environmental
climate, the classroom must be tended to in an effort to maintain a good atmosphere for growth.
Tending to the learning environment is the responsibility of the teacher and is accomplished
through daily nurturing with classroom instruction and learning experiences (Freiberg, 2005).
Just as a healthy learning environment is important for the student, a healthy workplace
environment is equally important for the teacher. As Hoy et al. (1991) reported, norms,
sentiments, values, and emergent interactions are significant factors of organizational climate.
Here, organizational climate refers to a teacher’s perception of his or her work environment and
is influenced by formal and informal relationships, personality types, and organization leadership
(Hoy et al., 1991). In the coursework for education leadership, graduate students are required to
understand the importance of assessing the ecology or physical and material aspects of teachers’
workplaces; however, just as important are social aspects. School climate determines the quality
of the learning environment that is experienced by the participant and affects the participant’s
behaviors based on his or her collective participation (Hoy et al., 1991).
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Since the 1980s, research has focused on the influence of work environment on workers.
Examination of the workplace environment for teachers maintains that teachers who feel
supported in their environments are more committed and effective than are those who do not feel
supported (Rosenholtz, 1989). However, it is difficult to create healthy work environments for
teachers when learning expectations, placed on teachers, are requested with little support from
administration. Specifically, administration expects teachers to work in classrooms with an
increased emphasis on test results (determined by legislation). On the other hand, administrators
who receive teacher input on their students’ achievements may observe healthier environments
for these teachers and students (Rosenholtz, 1989).
This introduction discusses the complexities and responsibilities that teachers face in an
effort to understand why some learning environments may not be healthy climates for teaching
and student learning. This study explored these issues and proposed a possible instructional
model that may benefit teachers and administrators in creating healthy learning environments.
Statement of the Problem
Over the past few decades, stakeholders in education have placed significant emphasis on
student achievement. Educational reform in the United States and internationally has set
ambitious goals for student learning. Additionally, transformations in classroom practices
demanded by educational reform have relied on teachers to become agents of change. As such,
teacher professionalism is at a threshold; moral purpose and change agentry are implicit in good
teaching and effective change (Fullan, 1993). However, transformations of this degree require a
great deal of teacher planning and can be difficult without support and guidance from fellow
teachers and school administrators. Systems do not change themselves; rather, they change
through the actions of individuals and small groups (Fullan, 1993). In light of this notion and in

3

the face of educational reform and accountability, this study aimed to increase the understanding
of the influence of PLCs and propose an instructional coaching model to foster collaborative
change.
Educational scholars and policymakers demand increased professional development
opportunities for teachers and, as per the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, states are
required to ensure the availability of high-quality professional development for all teachers. The
NCLB is based on the belief that setting high standards and establishing measurable goals can
improve individual outcomes in education. While NCLB requires states to develop basic skills
assessments for students in certain grades as a condition of receiving federal funding, it does not
assert a national achievement standard; standards are set by each state.
The National Commission on Teaching (NCT, 1996) declared, “What teachers know and
can do makes the crucial difference in what teachers can accomplish” (p. 10) “Can do” is the
optimum phrase because teachers can acquire knowledge and understanding of curricular
content, but it is how they deliver this information to students that has the greatest influence. To
ensure that students learn and are not simply being taught, teachers need to ask (a) What
characteristics and practices are the most successful in helping all students achieve at high
levels?, (b) What do we want students to learn?, (c) How will we know when each student has
learned it?, and (d) How will we respond when a student experiences difficulty in learning or
when a student already knows the material?
To do this teachers stay up-to-date on education research, deliver curriculum, and are
expected to provide good performance and high quality techniques of instruction while working
within the matrix of increasing challenges in education (e.g., children with learning disabilities,
and physical, emotional, and nutritional needs). Teachers also manage various levels of student
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achievement, from students who struggle to those who advance rapidly. To honor both ends of
this spectrum, teachers must be careful not to abort underachievers or dissipate the drive of more
advanced students and vice versa (Barkley & Bianco, 2011). One teacher, who was part of my
organization’s professional development team for 5 years, returned to the classroom as a 4thgrade teacher in the public school setting. She now faces many demands that are placed upon
her as a teacher. In response to such demands, she stated:
Not even taking into account that even 10 year olds have emotional needs that
supersede learning, I have specific tasks I must do that take away from my
instruction time. For instance, I am required to administer a computer-based
assessment both near the beginning and then also at the end of school for all
students. In addition, during the PSSA reading and math tests, I am not permitted
to engage in any math or reading instruction. That would seem to point to social
studies and science; however, social studies usually require a lot of reading. My
district wants to ensure the kids are always “fresh” for each section of the tests, so
that means 6 days I lose for reading and math instruction. Two weeks later, the
same happens for the science PSSA. We are also required to administer three
district writing assessments.
As I agree with the research that the parent-teacher partnership is crucial
for success, last year, I logged over 200 emails with parents. I currently have a
web page to keep parents and students informed and organized, but there is no
time during school hours for me to continuously update the site. Toss in the Antibulling program we have instituted, the Junior Achievement Lessons, individual
band lessons and ‘full-band,’ stress management, new families, and study skills
sessions run by the guidance counselors my ‘normal’ day has many, many
interruptions.
Regarding teaching, designing lessons to assure all students are active in
the learning takes considerable time. If, as proposed by best practices, I am
circulating constantly while students are working, I find myself staying hours
after school to prepare for future lessons. To provide feedback that moves the
learner, I need to take time to carefully construct the feedback. I’ve found it takes
me hours to correct tests that only have two open-ended questions infused with
more traditional multiple choice and short answer questions. Providing students
time to build conceptual knowledge takes longer than simply turning the next
page and with pacing guides and other staff seemingly making better progress
there is a constant feeling of falling behind and not being prepared by time the
PSSAs are administered. I find that although most administrators may believe in
constructivism, they are also bound by pressures from superintendents, school
boards, and the PSSA testing deadlines.
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I can definitely see how difficult it would be for most teachers to ‘buy in’
to a constructivist approach to instruction. It has been a constant challenge for me
and I have had the luxury of 5 years of experts slowly engaging me in the
research, allowing me time to analyze and adopt this philosophy and develop
strategies that would support me day in and day out. I once was part of a learning
community that was safe and supportive. I was encouraged to read the latest
research and was given incredible professional development opportunities. In the
long-run, I think it goes back to something we hear all the time. When we get in
unfamiliar territory (content or pedagogy), we return to what we know best. I
think we need to continue to strive toward best practices, but we must be aware of
the climate that exist in most schools and provide ongoing, carefully scaffolding
experiences to affect a change in instruction.
It is apparent that this teacher experienced a high level of demand to meet many
professional requirements. She was required to be knowledgeable in the areas of learning
support, designing and facilitating classroom instruction, increasing student achievement,
and understanding what it takes to establish parent-teacher partnerships. What is not
apparent in this teacher’s statement is access to a supportive professional community that
she, at one point in time, experienced working outside of the school setting. Not having
the resources or support necessary to develop as a highly effective teacher is a thread
within the research on teacher development and is discussed further in the review of
literature.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine how instructional coaching influences teachers’
and principals’ attitudes, behaviors, and learning environments. Specifically, this study
examined the claim that instructional coaches influence the culture of the learning environment
based on the following rationale:
1. Instructional coaches influence teachers’ and principals’ attitudes as demonstrated in
a statewide initiative in South Carolina known as the South Carolina Coalition for
Mathematics and Science (SCCMS).
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2. Coaches, teachers, and principals who work in PLCs display specific behavior
characteristics.
3. Professional learning communities influence the learning environment.
4. Instructional coaches influence the learning environment.
Senge (2006) argued that gradual processes, such as environmental decay, the erosion of
the public education system, and decline in product quality are examples of slow developments
that threaten society. He further suggested that people’s thinking cannot be dominated by shortterm events and generative learning cannot be sustained if teachers only focus on events yet to
happen (Senge, 2006). This means that teachers need to design strategies to ensure that
struggling students receive additional support in a timely manner. Specifically, support should
be provided as an intervention rather than remediation, and teachers should require students to
devote extra time needed to achieve positive results. To accomplish this goal, teachers need
professional opportunities to share what they know, discuss what they want to learn, and connect
new concepts and strategies in their own contexts (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
The obligation of teachers to design instructional strategies suggests that systems need to
be in place that allow teachers access to blocks of time to work and learn collaboratively (e.g.,
team planning, team sharing, team learning, and team evaluation). This type of system supports
a culture of collaboration that allows educators to develop operational procedures. According to
Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin (1995), traditional in-service trainings should be replaced
with opportunities for knowledge sharing that are based on real situations.
Professional staff development for teachers and administrators remains a crucial part of
the education profession. Courses and seminars designed to enhance teaching skills and
performance can often be applied to immediate situations (Barkley & Bianco, 2011). Another
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ongoing concern is sustainability of the professional development that teachers receive. Change
that results from practicing strategies, suggested during professional development, can be
difficult for teachers to do alone, especially if they are emotionally fatigued and overwhelmed by
innovation (J. Knight, 2007). However, learning communities, which provide ongoing
discussion and staff support, are one way to sustain learning received during professional
development activities.
Professional learning communities for educators are fundamental supportive cultures and
learning environments that are necessary to achieve significant gains in teaching and learning
(Morrissey, 2000). According to Hoy et al. (1991), a healthy organization is one that not only
survives its environment, but also continues to grow and prosper over the long-term and avoids
persistent ineffectiveness. Hoy et al. questioned the existence of a model that could effectively
develop a PLC and included a set of internal characteristics that distinguishes one school from
another and influences the behavior of the members of each school.
Helping teachers develop efficient processes to enhance learning useful communication
and relationship-building tools is important. J. Knight (2007) noted the benefit of access to a
professional development coach who is grounded in cognitive coaching. Specifically, cognitive
coaching is predicated on the assumption that behaviors change after beliefs change. According
to Costa and Garmston (2002), behavior “is determined by a person’s perceptions and a change
in perception and thought is prerequisite to a change in behavior” (p. 7). Therefore, cognitive
coaches focus on “mediating a practitioner’s thinking, perceptions, beliefs, and assumptions
toward the goals of self-directed learning and increased complexity of cognitive processing” (p.
5). An instructional coach who is grounded in the cognitive model initiates work with the
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teacher to change, alter, or add behaviors that effect his or her delivery of instruction (Barkley &
Bianco, 2011).
J. Knight (2007) considered the importance for instructional coaches to focus on four
major issues: behavior, content knowledge, direct instruction, and formative assessment. First,
teachers need to create productive learning communities. Second, teachers need a deep
understanding of the content they are teaching. Third, instructional practice should provide
advanced organizers, model the thinking involved, ask a variety of high-level questions, and
engage students in meaningful activities. Fourth, teachers should have access to modeled
instruction by highly effective educators and engage in gathering and discussing student data
with other teachers (J. Knight, 2007).
Connecting these four areas with the teacher is only part of instructional coaching.
Equally important is the emotional connection among collaborating teachers (J. Knight, 2007).
Instructional coaches serve as catalysts to bring teams of teaching professionals together in PLCs
(Barkley & Bianco, 2011). For example, in a PLC, group problem solving, learning,
performance, and service are actively present because of collective efficacy (Hord, 2009).
Supportive conditions such as respect, caring, trust, allocation of resources, and collective
inquiry also serve to create healthy environments and PLCs (Darling-Hammond, 1994).
Professional learning communities serve as forums for teachers to become more aware of
what other teachers are doing, examine student data, and learn tips or techniques to elicit
learning behaviors from students and from each other (Barkley & Bianco, 2011). In a
collaborative environment, such as that found in a PLC, teachers can share their experiences and
offer others guidance in generating student behaviors that lead to learning. In this type of
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learning environment, instructional coaches can strengthen and support these efforts (Barkley &
Bianco, 2011).
Proponents of school reform are concerned with how schools can improve student
achievement. Currently, there is a movement toward the development of site-based PLCs in
response to NCLB (Cormier & Oliver, 2009). The desired effect of the PLC is that it can
collectively address demands regarding student achievement, teacher performance, and teacher
accountability (Hord, 2009). However, research states that turning PLCs into productive and
sustainable teams that improve adult and student learning is very difficult (DuFour & Eaker,
1998; Hord, 2009).
The school environment is determined by the purpose of the school as defined by its
members, values shared by members, and activities that take place in the school (Hoy et al,
1991). Therefore, the end product of students, teachers, and administrators, as they work to
balance various aspects of the social system is a PLC (Hoy & Miskel, 1982). Through the
participation of members in school activities, the learning environment is developed and changed
as the membership changes (Hoy et al., 1991). . However, school climate or environment is not
to be confused with school culture. Schools have distinctive identities and atmospheres. While
no common understanding of school climate exists, it is important in its own right. The extent to
which the climate promotes openness, colleagueship, professionalism, trust, loyalty,
commitment, pride, academic excellence, and cooperation is critical in developing healthy work
and learning environments (Hoy et al., 1991). School climate consists of shared perceptions of
members and is reflective of relationships among members. Conversely, culture includes
members’ beliefs, goals, purposes, thoughts, and expectations (Hoy et al., 1991).
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The organizational health of schools should correlate with the trust that faculty members
have in the principal and in one another, which makes health and trust significant features of
schools. Healthy schools ensure that goals are achieved and members are integrated into the
organization. Trust is a key element in instrumental and expressive activities of the organization
(Hoy et al., 1991). Further, perception is a critical ingredient of a healthy learning environment.
The quality of the work environment is based on the collective perceptions of those who work in
the environment and the influence of their perceptions on their behaviors (Hoy et al., 1991).
My organization, Achieving Student Success through Excellence in Teaching (ASSET
Inc.), believes in the importance of the organizational heath of schools and believes that
movement toward the development of site-based PLCs is an avenue to address educational
issues. ASSET is a Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) education
improvement nonprofit with 17 years of experience engaging students in hands-on, inquiry-based
science. Additionally, ASSET supports school districts in implementing a standards-based
science education program by providing teacher professional development that is aligned with
hands-on, inquiry-based curriculum materials for grades K-8. By focusing on teachers as targets
and agents of instructional change, ASSET effects systematic STEM K-8 reform as validated by
positive student achievement results. ASSET also recognizes that systematic educational reform
cannot be achieved simply through mandates because teachers are both targets and agents of
change. Transitional change can only occur when teachers believe that they are a part of the
solution. Over the past 17 years of servicing educators in STEM fields, ASSET has constructed
a professional development model for the continuous learning and improvement of teachers’
instructional practices.
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In 2010, the DoE launched the i3 grant competition to provide $650 million in grants to
applicants with records of innovative practices, student achievement, and scientific attainment.
In November 2010, ASSET launched the Advanced Professional Development program for
teachers in rural and high-needs schools. The program was designed to improve teacher
effectiveness and advance student learning by providing approximately 414 teachers and 23
principals access to higher-level professional development that is essential to changing
classroom practices, enhancing classroom learning, and advancing STEM education.
Through the i3 program, ASSET hopes to assist schools in the development of PLCs
wherein teachers are motivated to continuously seek and share new ways to enhance teacher
effectiveness and improve student learning. Because PLCs convey a team feeling where
leadership is shared, values are supported, and pedagogy practices are enriched, ASSET seeks
established models for teacher and school improvement to help in this development process.
One such model is the TRC model (see Figure 1.1), which is based on Bandura’s (1986) theory
that personal factors or attitudes influence and are influenced by behaviors and the social
environment.
Triadic reciprocal causation (TRC) refers to the mutual influence between three sets of
factors, personal or attitude, the environment, and behaviors (Bandura, 1986). Specifically,
Bandura (1986) proposed that a person’s attitudes or behaviors could influence the environment.
The idea that behavior is controlled or determined by the individual, through cognitive processes,
and by the environment, through external social stimulus events, is referred to as reciprocal
determinism (Bandura, 1986). The basis of reciprocal determinism is that individual behaviors
are transformed when subjective thought processes become transparent because they contrast
with cognitive, environmental, and external social stimulus events (Bandura, 1986).
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The TRC model proposes that each construct is an intersecting determinant on the other
two constructs. For example, attitudes affect behaviors and the environment, the environment
affects attitudes and behaviors, and behaviors affect attitudes and the environment. The model is
depicted as a triangle with bi-directional arrows that point to each construct.
Attitude
(Personal Factors)

Environment

Behavior

Figure 1.1. Bandura’s (1986) TRC model.
Because a person’s attitude can affect his or her behaviors, this study examined external
processes to determine ways in which we can change teachers’ behaviors and affect the learning
environment. At the time of this study, Pennsylvania did not have an established instructional
coaching program. However, by examining an existing statewide model of coaching in South
Carolina, the study examined the influence of instructional coaches on teachers’ and principals’
attitudes, behaviors, and the learning environment.
Research Questions
In light of the TRC model, if instructional coaching influences teachers’ attitudes, the
data would reveal whether we could expect a change in teachers’ behaviors and whether this
change would be evidenced in the learning environment. If the TRC model confirmed this
relationship, then we could not ignore the influence of instructional coaching on the learning
environment. Therefore, the research questions answered in this study were as follows:
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1. How does instructional coaching influence teachers’ attitudes and behaviors?
2. How does instructional coaching influence principals’ attitudes and behaviors?
3. How does instructional coaching influence the health of the learning environment?
4. How does the PLC of the i3 program influence the learning environment?
5. How does instructional coaching influence PLCs?
6. How do PLCs that engage in instructional coaching influence the learning environment?
To understand the influence of educational issues and the framework and characteristics of the
TRC model, in terms of teachers and the learning environment, Chapter II reviews the extant
literature on these topics.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter examines current literature on issues that underprepared teachers may
encounter, the importance of continuous professional development, and the value of developing
teacher efficacy. It also examines research on the benefits of school-based professional learning
communities (PLCs) for teachers and administrators. Finally, this chapter discusses instructional
coaching as a model to improve teachers’ and principals’ behaviors to result in healthy PLC
environments.
Current Issues Facing Teachers
No Child Left Behind (NCLB), which is based on the belief that setting high expectations
and establishing measurable goals can improve individual outcomes in education, emphasizes the
importance of teacher accountability in the classroom (Achinstein & Athanases, 2006). The
strongly stated goal of NCLB is “to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant
opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on
challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments” (Simpson,
Lacava, & Graner, 2004, p. 68). To accomplish this goal, all schools must demonstrate
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Schools that meet AYP receive public recognition and
rewards, whereas schools that fail to meet AYP are threatened with the government taking over
the schools’ education policies (Simpson et al., 2004).
Classroom teachers feel pressure from federal and state officials as well as local
education boards to improve student achievement. Educators are required to evaluate their
instructional practices and monitor student academic progress both quantitatively and
qualitatively (Hamilton et al., 2009). Increasing student achievement calls for changes in
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classroom practices and dictates that teachers possess a high level of effectiveness to influence
student outcomes (Borko, 2004). For example, teachers are required to analyze student data,
make decisions on how to adapt lessons or assignments in response to students’ needs, alter
classroom goals or objectives, and modify student-grouping arrangements (Hamilton et al.,
2009). Educational leaders and teachers understand that, to meet students’ needs, teachers must
develop professionally at each stage of their careers (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). However, defining
and developing highly qualified teachers who can effectively address student needs is a question
that many administrators ponder (Glatthorn, Jones, & Bullock, 2006). To be successful in
developing skillful teachers, administrators should be knowledgeable about which professional
development strategies best accomplish this development (Borko, 2004).
The expectation to develop professionally does not apply only to seasoned teachers;
novice teachers are charged with the same responsibilities and are faced with many professional
adjustments, especially within the first year of classroom instruction (Dunne & Villiani, 2007).
Therefore, novice teachers could benefit from opportunities that help them conceptualize how
professional expectations fit into the school curriculum, how they relate to the district and state,
and how they align with national standards and assessments (Feiman-Nemser, 2001).
Peter Drucker (1994), a management consultant, stated that at no other time in history
were there so many radical social transformations than in the 20th century.
Work and workforce, society and polity, are all, in the last decade of the century,
qualitatively and quantitatively different not only from what they were in the first years
of this century but also from what existed at any other time in history: in their
configurations, in their processes, in their problems, and in their structures. (Drucker,
1994, November, p. 1)
Teachers are required to provide classroom instruction that will improve student learning
and result in greater student achievement; therefore, classroom instruction must highlight the
cognitive skills necessary for students to be competitive in global learning communities (Costa &
16

Garmston, 2002). To be successful in developing the skills teachers need, administrators should
be knowledgeable on professional development strategies that will help accomplish teacher
development (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006).
Underprepared Teachers
Teachers are critical influences on student learning and highly qualified teachers know
their students deeply and understand how to teach them (Koppich, 2004). However,
underprepared teachers lack understanding of standards, curriculum, and assessment and how to
use these elements in the classroom. Underprepared teachers also lack the abilities to diagnose
student learning and adapt instructional strategies to meet student needs (Koppich, 2004).
Federal legislation encourages states to employ preparation programs and alternative
programs to develop highly qualified teachers in every classroom. However, legislative and
community demands are a dilemma for teachers and administrators and have resulted in poor
teacher retention; 30% of new teachers leave within the first 3 years of employment (Achinstein
& Athanases, 2006). This percentage is compounded for new teachers who are employed in
high-poverty school districts without the needed resources to accomplish their goals (Achinstein
& Athanases, 2006). The failure to retain a high percentage of new teachers has a negative effect
for district level administration in terms of expenses and promoting a level of confidence among
parents within a district (Dunne & Villiani, 2007).
Because research has linked student achievement to teachers’ effectiveness in classroom
instruction, it is of high importance that quality mentors are assigned to new teachers to increase
their effectiveness and, as a consequence, ensure high levels of student learning (Dunne &
Villiani, 2007). The first years for a new teacher should include a strong support system to help
teachers determine effectiveness, attitudes, and behaviors required for effective classroom
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instruction. One method to achieve this is the teacher induction model, which is based on three
concepts. The first concept involves examining the novice teacher as he or she transitions from
being a student to being a teacher of students. The second concept examines norms of the
teaching profession. The third concept identifies formal programs that should be made available
to sustain and support the novice teacher’s professional development. Too often, novice teachers
are deficient in their abilities to examine content and strategies cognitively and to adjust their
instructional methods accordingly. Therefore, it is important that administrators realize the
importance of professional development for the novice teacher to influence student achievement
(Achinstein & Athanases, 2006).
Teacher Beliefs
Research has demonstrated that higher achieving students have teachers with higher
conceptual levels and who are more adaptive in their teaching styles (Costa & Garmston, 2002).
Therefore, teachers’ beliefs about learners directly influence classroom practices. Such beliefs
are demonstrated by the instructional practices that teachers use to impart new knowledge to
students. Researchers have also argued that the complexity of teachers’ cognitive structures is
related to the diversity of teaching strategies and instructional practices in the classroom
(Arredondo & Rucinski, 1998).
Teachers also may experience periods of cognitive dissonance in which beliefs are thrust
upon them and they must decide between two beliefs. Pajares (1992) suggested that it is at this
point that connections are discovered and one belief becomes prominent. However, beliefs are
not stagnant, rather they are fluid and evolve as new experiences are interpreted and integrated
into existing schemata. Thus, student teachers going through transformations during their preservice experiences might return to more conservative orientations if professional development is
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not part of their schools’ in-service programs. Therefore, it would be beneficial if administrators
understood the beliefs of teachers and teacher candidates to inform educational practice that lay
at the very heart of teaching (Pajares, 1992).
Changing the Situation
Constructivism is a philosophical view of how we come to understand or know; we
cannot talk about what is learned separately from how it is learned (Savery & Duffy, 2001).
However, understanding is an individual construct; it is a function of the content, context, and
activity of the learner, and the learner’s inquiry suggests the intellectual and pragmatic goals for
learning (Savery & Duffy, 2001). Scholars have argued that learning has both individual and
social-cultural features (Borko, 2004). As such, the social environment is critical to develop
understanding as learning and development appear, first on a social interpsychological plane,
then on a intrapsychological plane (Ball, 2009).
Research has shown that collaborative groups can test our understanding and examine the
understanding of others. Thus, collaborative groups can be a means to enrich and expand our
understanding of issues or phenomena (Savery & Duffy, 2001). Based on constructivist
propositions, instructional principles can guide teaching practices to create learning
environments for collaborative groups because we learn in order to function more effectively in
the world. Therefore, the purpose of learning should be clear to the learner (Savery & Duffy,
2001). The learner must also be engaged in a meaningful, authentic way to develop ownership
that is consistent with the cognitive demands in his or her environment (Savery & Duffy, 2001).
By designing the learning environment to support and challenge the learner’s thinking, it is
essential that the teacher not tell the learner what or how to think (Savery & Duffy, 2001).
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Teacher Professional Development
The learning scaffold and zone of proximal development is a representation of the
interaction between the teacher and student (Nyikos & Hashimoto, 1997). Without a supportive
social component, the potential for learning and knowledge construction is diminished to solitary
reflective problem solving (Nyikos & Hashimoto, 1997). Therefore, adopting proximal subgoals has three major psychological effects: motivational, self-percepts of efficacy, and
generative capability (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). Of importance to professional development
are teacher self-percepts, which can affect choice of activities, effort put forth, and persistence in
the face of difficulty (Bandura & Schunk, 1981).
Learning environments contain stimuli or purpose for the learner and it is the learner’s
inquiry that suggests intellectual and pragmatic learning goals (Savery & Duffy, 2001). To
achieve these learning goals and improve skills and student learning, teachers typically need
substantial (close to 50 hours) professional development in a given area (Darling-Hammond,
Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2008). However, on the 2003-2004 National Schools
and Staffing Survey (SASS), a majority of teachers reported that they received no more than 16
hours of professional development within a 12-month period in their content area. This short
duration of professional development does not support the opportunity for in-depth discussions
of content or the discovery of student conceptions and misconceptions (Darling-Hammond et
al., 2008). Historically, learning opportunities for teachers have been provided during in-service
training or staff development in which outside experts supply teachers with the knowledge they
lack (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). However, the new paradigm of professional development calls for
ongoing study and problem solving among teachers to promote powerful student learning
(Feiman-Nemser, 2001).
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In the absence of substantial professional development and training, teachers gravitate to
familiar methods, which are often those they remember from their years as students (Sparks &
Hirsh, 2000). Discourses of life-long learning draws on the opposing idea that knowledge has a
dwindling half-life and professional obsolescence will envelop all educators except those
engaged in life-long learning (P. Knight, 2002). To avoid this gravitation to familiar methods, it
is important to understand that one form of knowledge is procedural and consists of sensory
motor and cognitive skills, while the other form is propositional or higher-order knowledge.
Additionally, one form of knowledge does not guarantee the other; therefore, a range of learning
methods is needed for knowledge to be acquired, renewed, and modified (P. Knight, 2002)
Professional development as teachers engage in actual learning activities transforms
knowledge, understanding, skills, and commitments in what they know and what they are able to
do (Sparks & Hirsh, 2000). Professional development that encourages educators to adopt
attitudes to support high levels of student learning, while meeting national standards, improves
teaching (Sparks & Hirsh, 2000). A study from the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) found that teachers who engaged in professional development, focused on standards and
were more likely to increase student achievement using activities that helped students answer
questions and solve problems (Sparks & Hirsh, 2000).
Effective professional development connects subject matter and pedagogy by expanding
research-based instructional methods to teach content through collaborative planning and
assessment of skills (Sparks & Hirsh, 2000). Intensive professional development with an
application for teacher planning and instruction has a greater chance to result in student gains
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2008). Further, professional development programs that focus on
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knowledge of a subject, curriculum, and how students learn have a greater influence on student
learning (Wayne, Suk Yoon, Zhu, Cronen, & Garet, 2008). \
Because teachers are often faced with regulating their own learning in isolation within the
school structure, which may lack a supportive social component, the potential for learning and
knowledge construction is diminished to solitary reflective problem solving. While collaborative
approaches to professional development extend beyond the individual classroom, U.S. teachers
have reported little professional collaboration in designing curriculum and sharing practices
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2008). Conversely, nations that outperform the United States on
international assessments invest heavily in professional development and teacher collaboration,
which results in greater teacher self-efficacy (Darling-Hammond et al., 2008)
Teacher Efficacy
Teacher efficacy is a teacher’s expectation that he or she can increase student learning
(Ross & Bruce, 2007). Teachers who believe that they will be successful set higher goals for
themselves and influence behaviors through cognitive, motivational, affective (control negative
feelings), and selection processes (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Additionally, these teachers construct
beliefs about their capacities to perform, which results in how much effort is put forth, how long
they persist in the face of obstacles, how they deal with failures, and how they deal with stress or
depression experienced when coping with demanding situations (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, &
Hoy, 1998).
Self-efficacy is a measure of an individual’s beliefs in his or her capabilities to fulfill
different levels of tasks; a resilient sense of efficacy enhances sociocognitive functioning. As
such, an individual with high assurance in his or her capabilities will approach difficult tasks as
challenges to be mastered rather than as threats to be avoided (Bandura, 1989). Self-efficacy
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does not require that one simply believe he or she can accomplish a task, but competent
functioning requires harmony between self-beliefs, knowledge, and skills. Such perceptions of
one’s capabilities help determine what an individual can do with the knowledge and skills he or
she has (Pajares, 1992).
One must draw on preexisting knowledge to generate hypotheses about predictive factors
and to test his or her judgments against actions. Judgments about how well one can organize and
execute courses of action that are required to deal with prospective situations affect people’s
choices of activities (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). An individual with a high sense of efficacy
visualizes success scenarios that provide positive guides for performance (Bandura, 1989).
Additionally, the beliefs that one holds about his or her capabilities powerfully influences
behaviors and interpretations of performance results inform and alter self-beliefs, which alter
subsequent performance (Pajares, 1992). A major source of motivation is rooted in cognitive
activities wherein one motivates and guides actions by exercising forethought; the stronger one’s
perceived efficacy, the higher the goals one sets for him or herself (Bandura, 1989).
Self-efficacy beliefs are acquired through four sources. The most influential source is
purposeful performance or mastery experience (Pajares, 1992). As an individual engages in
actions, he or she interprets these actions as successes or failures, thus raising or lowering selfefficacy, respectively (Bandura, 1986). The second source is through vicarious experiences,
such as peer modeling. A significant model can instill beliefs that influence the direction an
individual will take (Bandura, 1986). The third source is effective persuasion, which serves to
develop self-efficacy via verbal persuasions or judgments from others. Effective persuasion
cultivates beliefs in one’s capabilities while ensuring that envisioned success is attainable
(Bandura, 1986).

23

Efficacious people are resourceful and engage in divergent thinking, set challenging
goals, and persevere through occasional failures (Costa & Garmston, 2002). Additionally,
efficacy is a catalyst because it is a prime factor in determining how people resolve complex
problems; that is, with energy and perseverance (Costa & Garmston, 2002). Because general
self-efficacy can be influenced by various sources, teacher efficacy can change overtime with
influences from new information and experiences. Further, self-regulation operates through selfmonitoring of one’s activities within cognitive and social conditions and includes the adoption of
proximal goals and the exercise of self-influences, (e.g., self-motivating incentives and social
supports to sustain one’s pursuits) (Bandura, et al., 2008). Ball (2008) restated Bandura’s
teacher efficacy theories as, “Teacher efficacy refers to a teacher’s belief in his or her potential
ability to effect positive change in the lives of students” (p. 58).
Social cognitive theory posits that learning will likely take place if there is a close
identification between the observer and the model. In this context, learning occurs if the
observer has a good deal of teacher efficacy. However, personal goals or standards do not
automatically activate competence and higher teacher efficacy. In the classroom, teacher
efficacy is related to instructional practices and student outcomes (Pajares, 1992). Therefore,
academic development, which is the result of a collaborative process of a social system,
concerning students’ adaptation problems is likely to be exacerbated if teachers doubt that they
can achieve much success with their instructional efforts (Bandura, 1989).
Collective Efficacy
Schools are social systems that should develop and cultivate teachers’ efficacious beliefs
via incentives and disincentives (Pajares, Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). Teachers who
demonstrate low self-efficacy give up readily if they do not see results with students in the
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classroom. Conversely, teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy are less likely to criticize
students’ incorrect responses and more likely to persist with students in failure situations
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Teachers not only have self-referent efficacy perceptions but also beliefs about the
combined capabilities of school faculty (Pajares et al., 2004). To address teachers with low selfefficacy, collective efficacy guides the cognitive processes and causes teachers to attend, either
positively or negatively, to external factors (Tschannen-Moran, et al., 1998). Specifically,
collective efficacy is “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute
the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (Stajkovic, Lee, &
Nyberg, 2009, p. 817). Perceived collective efficacy refers to the judgment of teachers in a
school that the faculty, as a whole, can organize and execute the courses of action required to
have positive effects on students (Pajares et al., 2004).
Finally, the most compelling reason for the increased interest in perceived collective
efficacy is the link between collective efficacy beliefs and group goal attainment (Goddard, Hoy,
& Hoy, 2004). Collective efficacy is positively related to group performance; a higher sense of
collective efficacy results in better team performance (Stajkovic et al., 2009). Because the self
system accommodates cognitive and affective structures, it includes the ability to symbolize,
learn from others, plan alternative strategies, control behaviors, and engage in self-reflection
(Pajares, 1992). Within education, studies have shown a strong link between perceived
collective efficacy and differences in student achievement among schools (Goddard et al., 2004).
Community
German Sociologist, Ferdinand Tönnies, is widely known for his theory of Gemeinschaft
and Gesellschaft (Deflem, 2001). Tönnies argued that human volition was either Gemeinschaft,
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essential will, or Gesellschaft, arbitrary will. He further argued that society transforms from
Gemeinschaft to Gesellschaft, the former being organized around family, village, and town, and
the latter organized at higher levels of metropolis based on the economic system (Deflem, 2001).
Researchers often translate Gesellschaft as society in that groups are sustained by being
instrumental for individual member’s aims and goals. Conversely, Gemeinschaft is more aptly
described as a joint-stock company or state of self-fulfillment (Deflem, 2001). In a Gesellschaft
community, a person views the social group as a means to further his or her individual goals. In
a Gemeinschaft community, member grouping is formed as a means to serve the group. While
the two types in pure theoretical sociology are strictly separate, they are always mixed in applied
sociology (Deflem, 2001).
Members of a community are bound by what they do together and by what they learn by
engaging in mutual activities (Wenger, 1998). However, communities of practice are different
from communities of interest or geographical communities by their joint enterprises, mutual
engagements, and shared resources that are developed over time (Wenger, 1998).
Professionalism among members in a community is a strength and process that emanates from
within the profession. Professionalism is characterized by inclusive membership, ethical codes
of practice, collaboration and collegiality, and self-regulation, and are policy active and inquirydriven to build knowledge (Keay & Keay, 2007).
Communities of practice are ways to reconcile individual and organizational development
priorities because they permeate through daily practice (P. Knight, 2002). Collaborative groups
can also test group understanding and examine the understanding of others. For educators,
learning can occur, in part, during practice within the school community and in professional
development sessions (Borko, 2004). In addition, collaborative groups can be a means to enrich
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and expand a teacher’s understanding of instructional issues. The constructivist propositions and
instructional principles developed through collaborative groups can guide teaching practices and
result in the creation of learning environments (Savery & Duffy, 2001). Quality and depth of
understanding in a learning environment is determined by educators who test understanding
against views and issues of others to find views that they can incorporate into daily practice
(Savery & Duffy, 2001). The importance of a learning community, where ideas are discussed
and understanding is enriched, is apparent in an effective learning environment (Savery & Duffy,
2001).
Professional Learning Community (PLC)
When researching descriptions of PLCs, the terms shared, collaborative, and collective
are associated with leadership and learning (Eaker, DuFour, & DuFour, 2002; Hord, 2004).
Additionally, the needs and goals of PLCs focus on student learning (Hord, 2004). Research in
the 1980s focused on the influence of work settings on workers. Rosenholtz (1989) examined
teacher workplace factors and found that teachers who felt supported in their environments were
more committed and effective than were those who did not feel supported.
Educational reform has been a theme in contemporary education since the mid-1960s. In
light of federal and state accountability policies, namely NCLB, school leaders have been
charged with developing acceptable reform approaches. Phases of reform began with the School
Effects Research, which examined educational efforts on students with an emphasis on effective
schools that targeted school improvement via change models (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). However
school effectiveness reform fell short because of the complexity, misguided efforts, lack of a
vision of measurable outcomes, lack of perseverance and commitment, and the inability to
address the change process (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
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One commonly accepted reform approach is the development of site-based PLCs
(Schmoker, 2006). Through ongoing professional learning, this reform effort addresses the
dynamic challenges regarding student learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). A major tenet of the
PLC is collaboration among educators to address changes and demands regarding student
achievement, teacher performance, and accountability (Hord, 2009). Today, considerable
attention is paid to teacher responsibilities and collaboration and collegial conversations among
educators within schools (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995). These goals are achieved
through PLCs that consist of professionals and other stakeholders who are accountable for
delivering effective instructional programs. Specifically, PLCs effect change by engaging in
collaborative activities to enhance members’ knowledge and skills (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Initiating the change process of the school organization into a PLC requires inquiring and
analyzing student instructional needs, eliminating teacher isolation, developing collaboration in
the environment, and examining instructional strategies and interventions to improve student
learning (Senge et al., 2000). Additionally, refocusing the teaching profession requires a
paradigm shift in philosophy, norms, and practices (Cormier & Oliver, 2009). One reason
schools have not been successful in reshaping the culture is they are not organized to capitalize
on the diverse talents of individuals in a collective manner (Cormier & Oliver, 2009).
Educators who realize that they must work together to build a PLC can plan to create
collaborative cultures. Because many teachers work in isolation, such planning can be an
obstacle, especially in gaining consensus on operational procedures (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
However, collaboration, which characterizes a PLC, is a systematic process in which teachers
work together to analyze and improve classroom practices (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). During this
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process, teachers must ask of themselves and their colleagues what instructional strategies can be
used and what evidence is necessary to indicate student learning (Feiman-Nemser, 2001).
Mission of PLCs
The core mission of PLCs is to ensure that students are not just taught but that they learn
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). This means a shift in education from a teacher-centered to a studentcentered focus. The work of educators within a PLC is driven by determining what they want
students to learn, how they will know when they learned it, and how they will intervene if a
student is not learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Because PLCs are judged as effective based on
results, every teacher participates in an ongoing process to identify student achievement, set
goals to improve learning, collaborate to achieve these goals, and provide evidence of what
works (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Framework
The framework for initiating the process of changing the school organization into a PLC
includes the following: (a) engaging in inquiry and analysis of student and instructional needs,
(b) breaking patterns of teacher isolation, (c) embedding collaboration in the work culture, (d)
examining and reflecting on effective instructional strategies, and (e) developing interventions to
improve student learning (Senge et al., 2000). The difficulty in transforming a school culture
from an independent mindset to one of shared values and teamwork is that school leaders often
do not understand the nature of a PLC and the investment needed to sustain such a community
(Cormier & Oliver, 2009).
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Core Dimensions
Professional learning communities consists of five core dimensions: (a) supportive and
shared leadership, (b) shared values and vision, (c) collective learning and application, (d)
supportive conditions, and (e) shared practice (Hord, 1997, 2004).
Supportive and shared leadership. Shared leadership often tests solely the distribution
of an individual principal (Hord, 2004). Too often, at the discretion of an individual school
leader, top-down approaches for management restructuring, but not learning, are implemented
(Cormier & Oliver, 2009). Not involving teachers in discussions when developing and defining
teacher roles is not beneficial to the learning climate (Cormier & Oliver, 2009). Building the
capacity of a school to learn is a collaborative task, and educators who engage in learning from
each other create momentum for continued improvement (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Shared
leadership also focuses on organizational renewal and a willingness to work together toward
continuous improvement (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Shared values and vision. Establishing a clear shared vision motivates and energizes,
creates a proactive orientation, provides organizational direction, establishes standards of
excellence, and aids in creation of action plans (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Because the core belief
of PLCs is that all students can learn, these communities should cultivate values that motivate
teachers toward a shared vision to promote student learning (Sparks, 1999).
In successful PLCs, teachers collaborate and fulfill their individual professional visions
while supporting a collective responsibility (Sparks, 1999). A sustained level of commitment to
create a shared vision requires a paradigm shift in thinking and practice (Hord, 1997).
Additionally, developing a shared vision requires building consensus among staff and
determining how the PLC will address the goal of student learning (Cormier & Oliver, 2009). Of
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note, the norms, behaviors, and guiding values of teaching and learning within a school are
manifested in the shared vision of the PLC (Cormier & Oliver, 2009).
Collective learning and application. Professional learning communities require
collective inquiry wherein participants seek new methods and answers (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Members of the community discuss assumptions and beliefs and arrive at a common
understanding. Community members also design action steps and implement action plans
whether jointly or individually (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Senge (1994) referred to this process as
a deep-learning cycle, which is the essence of the learning organization. Collective learning and
shared leadership, in the context of a shared vision, form the basic conceptual framework for a
PLC (Hord, 2004).
Supportive conditions. Sharing specific duties and responsibilities among
administrators and teachers increases the leadership capacities of PLCs (Hord, 1997). Here,
leadership capacity is defined as the participation of principals and teachers in a supportive and
collegial manner to share in the decision-making process, which is pertinent for the school to
fulfill its vision (Hord, 1997). According to Schmoker (2006), “Professional learning
communities have emerged as arguably the best, most agreed-upon means by which to
continuously improve instruction and student performance” (p. 106).
In addition to the characteristics of PLCs, Reichstetter (2006) identified significant
components for sustainability of PLCs, which include (a) supportive leadership, (b) collective
learning, and (c) collaborative teamwork and decision-making. Building capacity through
purposeful professional development must include principals and teachers (Cormier & Oliver,
2009). When these characteristic and components for sustainability are combined, teachers and
administrators can engage in effective problem-solving and decision-making within the PLC and
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increase student learning (Hord, 2004). Sustaining a PLC also requires fidelity in applying the
model along a continuum; therefore, efforts should center on three ideas: (a) requiring
stakeholders in the PLC to ensure that students learn through proactive interventions, (b)
nurturing a collaborative professional culture for student learning and school improvement by
aligning teacher goals in the context of the school’s vision, and (c) focusing on results to ensure
commitment to the shared vision of student learning (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2006).
Shared personal practice. Members of a PLC must be action oriented and recognize
that learning always occurs in the context of an action. Therefore, members must be willing to
develop and test their assumptions, evaluate results, and develop new theories (DuFour & Eaker,
1998). Unique to PLCs is that they consider failed experiments as an integral part of the learning
process and as opportunities to develop new learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
Effect of PLCs on the Learning Environment
Healthy Learning Environments
Researchers in the 1950s examined the concepts of physical and psychological
organizational climate and found that organizations have characteristics and qualities that make
them unique. Within organizations, psychological climates are similar to personality types; that
is, climate is to organization as personality is to individual (Hoy et al., 1991). Organizational
climate has characteristics that distinguish one organization from another and influence the
behavior of people in the organization. A healthy organization is one that survives its
environment, continues to grow and prosper over the long-term, and avoids persistent
ineffectiveness (Hoy et al., 1991).
Hoy et al. (1991) defined school climate as “the set of internal characteristics that
distinguish one school from another and influence the behavior of each school’s members” (p.
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134). Healthy schools effectively meet the instrumental needs of adaptation and goal
achievement as well as the expressive needs of social and normative integration while they
mobilize their resources to achieve goals and infuse common values (Hoy et al., 1991). Hoy et
al. evaluated school climate on a continuum from open (based on respect, trust, and honesty) to
closed. Common characteristics of school climate, developed by Hoy et al., include:
1. Environmental press: The relationship between the school and the community.
2. Collegial leadership: The openness of principals’ leadership behaviors.
3. Teacher professionalism: The openness of relationships between the teachers.
4. Academic press: The relationship between the school, students, and achievement
motivation within the school.
Quality school climate contributes to students’ knowledge and skills for success in
school, work, and life (Pickeral, Evans, Hughes, & Hutchison, 2009). Climate supports people
emotionally, socially, and physically. Each person in the school contributes to the operations of
the school and the care of the physical environment (Pickeral et al., 2009). A fundamental
dimension of school climate is relational; that is, how connected people feel to one another. The
framework, developed by the National School Climate Council (NSCC), to sustain a positive
school climate is as follows:
1. The school community has a shared vision and plan to promote, enhance, and sustain
a positive school climate.
2. The school community sets policies that specifically promote (a) the development and
sustainability of social, emotional, ethical, civic, and intellectual skills, knowledge,
dispositions, and engagement, and (b) a comprehensive system to address barriers to
learning and teaching and reengage students who have become disengaged.

33

3. Practices of the school community are identified, prioritized, and supported to (a)
promote learning and the positive social, emotional, ethical, and civic development of
students, and (b) enhance engagement in teaching, learning, and school-wide
activities.
4. The school community creates an environment where all members are welcomed,
supported, and feel safe, socially, emotionally, intellectually, and physically, in
school.
5. The school community develops meaningful and engaging practices, activities, and
norms that promote social and civic responsibilities and a commitment to social
justice (Pickeral et al., 2009).
Further, research has identified effective schools as those with school climates that
promote academic achievement and demonstrate strong administrative leadership, maintain high
performance expectations, encourage safe and orderly environments, emphasize basic skills, and
implement systems to monitor student progress (Hoy et al., 1991).
The PLC and the Learning Environment
If a fundamental dimension of school climate is relational, then we should be able to
examine the relationships within the PLC to determine whether it is an open or closed
environment. In schools where staff appreciate one another, share and plan together, and
administrators are supportive of teachers, the result should be positive school climates (Hoy et
al., 1991). These supportive conditions are found in the core dimensions of a PLC (Hord, 2004).
Additionally, coaching and mentoring programs are ways to develop relationships within
the school environment. If successful, these programs bring educators, administrators,
professional staff developers, and coaches together. The benefit of gaining cooperation and
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support of other educators is the establishment of a team that works for the betterment of
students (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
Instructional Coaching Model
Instructional Coaching
The concept of coaching has been around for decades and has grown as a profession and
a concept in assisting people in both personal and professional arenas (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
For example, life coaches dominate in the executive professional coaching realm and aim to
enhance a person’s life balance and fulfillment. Coaches also work with the body and spirit
(Barkley & Bianco, 2011). Other types of coaching include collegial coaching (among
coworkers), technical coaching, challenge coaching, and instructional coaching, which all focus
on improving specific aspects of one’s professional life (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
A restructuring movement in education supports the learning of teachers by encouraging
them to work with expert practitioners with an emphasis on collaboration and shared decisionmaking within the school (Darling-Hammond, 1994). This type of coaching can be cognitive
and focused on a specific learning event or focused on the coach’s desire to act in various aspects
of his or her life. Some features of this collaborative initiative include knowing through direct
action and reflection, knowing through shared experiences with colleagues, and knowing through
research that is informed by diverse experiences in teaching (Darling-Hammond, 1994).
Teaching typically requires working as a collective and many efforts in education take
place in the realm of professional development and mentoring as teachers continuously improve
instructional practices. Educators must have formats, structures, and plans to reflect on and
change their instructional practices (Glickman, 2002). One format to reflect on and use to
change practice is instructional coaching. Instructional coaching is a nonsupervisory role that is
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content-based and intended to support teachers to meet the aims of school or district-based
instructional reform (Gallucci, DeVoogt Van Lyre, Yoon, & Boatright, 2010). In effect,
coaching enhances the intellectual capacities of teachers by mediating their thinking through
conversations on planning, reflecting, and problem solving (Ellison & Hayes, 2003).
Beyond learning specific skills, coaching provides observations and accountability and
encourages additional teacher practices (Barkley & Bianco, 2011). Schools have embraced
coaching as an ideal staff development tool to focus on the success of educators in teaching
students. This support is in line with the mission of coaching, which focuses on self-directedness
and achieving intentional harmony (Ellison & Hayes, 2003). Coaching is conducted with the
intention to enhance professional performance by targeting thought processes as the focus of
behavioral change (Ellison & Hayes, 2003).
Coaching Framework and Support Functions
Instructional coaches developed the vision and framework for the coach’s role in creating
and maintaining PLCs to provide descriptions of their roles and work compared to that of
principles (Mundry & Stiles, 2009) (see Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1
Coaches’ Role in PLCs
Shared and
supportive
leadership

Coaches in PLCs accept a collegial relationship with teachers, share
power and decision making, and promote and nurture leadership
development among staff.

Shared mission and
vision

Coaches in PLCs help create and maintain a shared mission and vision
among teachers and teacher teams that have an unwavering focus on
student learning, support norms of behavior, and guide decisions about
teaching and learning in the school.

Collective learning
and application of
learning

Coaches in PLCs work collaboratively with teachers and teacher teams
to solve problems and improve learning opportunities. Together, they
seek new knowledge and skills as well as ways to apply their new
learning to their work.

Supportive
conditions

Coaches in PLCs develop collegial relationships among teachers as they
interact productively toward a goal. Collegial relationships include
respect, trust, norms of continuous critical inquiry and improvement, and
positive, caring relationships among students, teachers, and
administrators. Coaches work with administrators to maximize physical
conditions for teacher teams to meet, examine, and improve current
practices.

Shared personal
practice

Coaches in PLCs help teachers formalize a structure for collegial
coaching, which is a powerful contributor to PLCs. In such formal
interactions, teachers may visit other classrooms or meet regularly to
provide encouragement and feedback on new instructional practices.

Coaches also engage in four support functions, coaching, collaborating, consulting, and
evaluation. While self-directedness is the primary goal of cognitive coaching, the coach can
employ consulting when a teacher asks for suggestions; however, the coach moves back to
coaching via a planning conversation on how the teacher might use the suggestions offered
(Ellison & Hayes, 2003). Without the collaboration and combined efforts of this human
interaction (face-to-face coaching or mentoring), with observation, feedback, and increased focus
on student achievement, individual teachers might only focus on a fraction of the educational
issues and possibilities (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
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Cognition is based on simple cognitive maps of reality and, through conversations,
coaches and teachers use cognitive skills (e.g., proactive, interactive, reflective, and projective)
to drive teaching performance (Costa & Garmston, 2002). To understand the change in
cognition that occurs during a coaching session, it is important to understand the basis upon
which some coaching models are developed. In 1984, Costa and Garmston developed a variety
of training opportunities to support others in learning the process of cognitive coaching (Costa &
Garmston, 2002). Costa and Garmston defined cognitive coaching as a set of strategies, a way of
thinking and a way of working that invites self and others to shape and reshape their thinking and
problem-solving capacities. They reported that cognitive coaching enables people to modify
their capacity to transform themselves.
The cognitive coaching model is based on four major tenets, (1) thoughts and perceptions
produce all behaviors, (2) teaching requires constant decision-making, (3) learning something
new requires engagement and alteration of thoughts, and (4) humans continue to grow
cognitively. Cognitive coaches are mediators who figuratively stand beside people’s thinking
and help them become more aware of what is going on inside their heads (Costa & Garmston,
2002). Most important to Costa and Garmston is that thinking that goes on behind the behaviors.
Teachers who believe that they will make a difference in student learning are more likely to view
coaching as an opportunity to expand their teaching techniques (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Ross
(1992) confirmed that teachers who interacted more extensively with their coaches had higher
student achievement in their classrooms.
Current Model for Instructional Coaches
Instructional coaches are onsite professional developers who teach educators how to use
proven teaching methods. Instructional coaches are hired by schools specifically to focus on
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teacher instructional practices that affect student achievement. Their role is not as a classroom
teacher and they do not assist the principal or function in the role of a supervisor. Rather, they
work in association with the principal to assist teachers in improving and advancing teachers’
skills as professional educators. The instructional coach also works with peer coaching programs
in the capacity of setting these programs up, monitoring progress, and interceding or assisting
when necessary (Barkley & Bianco, 2011). These coaches employ a variety of professional
development procedures to foster widespread, high-quality implementation of interventions.
Instructional coaches take a partnership approach and, thus, they respect teacher professionalism
and focus their efforts on conversations that lead to creative, practical applications of researchbased practices (Mundry & Stiles, 2009).
Instructional coaches also view themselves as equal partners with teachers in the complex
and richly rewarding work of teaching students. Specifically, these professionals work in
partnerships to accelerate teachers’ professional learning by offering mutual enrichment and
developing healthy relationships. Instructional coaches are often colleagues, friends, and
confidants who listen with care and share valuable information with teachers when they need it
the most (Mundry & Stiles, 2009). Instructional coaches initiate work with the teacher to
change, alter, or add behaviors that might serve that teacher better when delivering instruction.
Of note, initiation of work distinguishes the instructional coach from the role of a peer coach
whose role is to focus on the technical process within the instruction in the classroom (Barkley &
Bianco, 2011). For example, the instructional coach might broach topics that the teacher is not
aware of or has not considered, will not deal with, or has not dealt with in the past. In addition,
the instructional coach can make suggestions during a coaching session by asking questions to
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indicate missing elements in a teacher’s technique. Observing students on behalf of the teacher
also distinguishes the instructional coach from the peer coach (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
As discussed, the role of the instructional coach is to develop relationships with teachers
and principals for collegial learning to improve student achievement. To accomplish this,
coaches serve as catalysts for growth opportunities. From this review, it is apparent that the
development of instructional coaches is essential to a successful coaching initiative.
Additionally, predictors of a successful coaching program include appropriate professional
development on how to coach, discipline, and a personality required to establish effective
relationships (J. Knight, 2007). Currently, institutions and organizations involved in education
initiatives are developing coaching models to better sever teachers. One such organization is the
South Carolina Coalition for Mathematics and Science (SCCMS).
The SCCMS is a statewide organization whose overarching goal is to empower teachers
with the knowledge and skills needed to improve student achievement in mathematics and
science. This overarching goal closely parallels the essential features of high quality
professional development for teachers, as described by Darling-Hammond (1995); namely,
professional development for teachers should be grounded in inquiry, reflection,
experimentation, and be participant driven (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
Additionally, professional development must be collaborative and involve sharing of knowledge
among educators with a focus on teacher communities of practice rather than on individual
teachers. In addition, professional development must be sustained, on-going, intensive, and
supported by modeling and coaching (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995).
The SCCMS has two major purposes: (a) prepare and support school coaches to engage
teachers in reflective practices and assist them in implementing effective instructional strategies
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in mathematics and science and (b) support school learning communities as they plan,
implement, and reflect on mathematics and science instruction (Mundry & Stiles, 2009). The
theoretical framework that guides the Instructional Coach is based on the theory of action
developed by the National Science Resources Center (NSRC; see Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1. Theory of action for instructional improvement.

The theory of action situates all instruction and support within the framework to create a
focused vision. Current conceptions of learning focus on active, cognitive, and constructive
processes that are involved in meaningful learning. Within this framework, learners are active
agents in learning who construct meaning from selected information. Learners are not passive
recipients, nor are they simply recorders of information provided them by parents, teachers,
textbooks, or media. The move away from passive views of learning toward more cognitive and
constructivist perspectives emphasizes knowledge and cognitive processes about what
individuals know as they actively engage in meaningful learning (Weiss, Pasley, Smith,
Banilower, & Heck, 2003). The theory of action is based on the notion that competent teachers
engage their students by creating important work for students. In this work, teachers are
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supported by an engaged school community; that is, administrators and colleagues who are
similarly engaged with their students, use a variety of strategies to discover what their students
know and do not know, and use data to modify and adjust their work (Weiss et al., 2003).
In 2002, SCCMS began with 33 coaches who were supported by the South Carolina
Department of Education's Mathematics & Science Unit (MSU). During the 2002-2003 school
year, coaches for K-5th grade teachers worked with 780 teachers and provided, on average, 60
contact hours of coaching per teacher. Since the first cohort of coaches, the Regional
Mathematics and Science Centers have trained and supported 150 school-based mathematics and
science coaches who have worked with 3,500 teachers.
To meet the objective of high quality professional development, coaching must be closely
and explicitly aligned with teachers’ ongoing work (Neufeld & Roper, 2003). The SCCMS
instructional coaching model incorporates cognitive, collaborative, and consulting methods
toward improved instruction and student achievement. The instructional coaching model
adopted by SCCMS is based on Costa and Garmston’s (2002) cognitive coaching model. As
discussed, the purpose of cognitive coaching is to create self-directed learners as teachers expand
their repertoire of teaching strategies, request greater accountability of students, and become
more aware of their behaviors and options as they work with their students (Costa & Garmston,
2002). As such, instructional coaching involves teambuilding, professional inquiry,
observations, reflective conversations, and planning conversations. Instructional coaching also
involves individuals, small groups of teachers, and principals who create a professional culture in
which meaningful change can flourish (Neufeld & Roper, 2007).
The application process to become an instructional coach for SCCMS is rigorous.
Selections are made by the South Carolina MSU based on school demographics, the principal’s
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plan for using coaches in support of the existing school plan, and the applicant’s vision of his or
her role in the context of the school plan. Scoring is completed statewide by math and science
education professionals from schools, universities, and businesses. Finally, coaches are selected
based on ratings and additional variables such as school ratings, district needs and resources, and
equity across school districts and regions throughout the state (Mundry & Stiles, 2009).
The MSU staff is composed of approximately 30 original area coordinators and math and
science specialists. The intention of the MSU is to use the strategy of coaching to enhance
instruction and engage teachers and their coaches toward improved teacher instruction and
student learning and achievement (Mundry & Stiles, 2009). The idea that professional
development should engage teachers in collective endeavors is not new, and researchers have
suggested a workplace that connects individual interests with organizational goals develops a
deeper commitment to learning on the part of the practitioners (Gallucci, Van Lare, Yoon, &
Boatright, 2010). Therefore, a coach engaging with a teacher is not simply a discrete act of
sharing but an act of collaboration that is inclusive, genuine, ongoing, and focused on critically
examining practice to improve student outcomes (Roberts & Pruitt, 2009).
The SCCMS is designed as a 3 to 6-year program that begins with the coaches and their
principals attending a week of professional development to explore systems thinking as it applies
to facilitating change in a school setting, establishing a community of coaches and administrators
with MSU staff, and developing a school plan based on the role of the coach in the school.
Coaches attend the second week of professional development to enhance their coaching skills
and deepen their knowledge of curriculum, standards, and content to improve instruction
(Mundry & Stiles, 2009).
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Following the second week of training, coaches attend monthly learning community
meetings during the first year and return in the summer for professional development on best
practices in assessment. During the second year, coaches attend meetings approximately every
other month during the school year and refine their coaching skills in the summer to support
PLCs. This theme continues during the third year (Mundry & Stiles, 2009).
Summary
In summary, expert teachers are vital to student achievement. However, well-prepared
teachers continue to be a challenge for schools to find, develop, and retain. Pressure at the
federal level, expectations for the classroom, and radical social transformations are current issues
that teachers face. However, teacher inexperience is not the only factor that affects student
achievement, but a teacher’s belief about learners also affects classroom instruction.
Current initiatives suggest strategies for teachers and schools to change the situation,
namely, meaningful authentic teacher professional development and the development of PLCs.
Additionally, the model for instructional coaching claims support for teacher learning through
collaboration, direct action and reflection, and teacher knowledge through shared experiences. A
vision and framework for instructional coaches in creating and maintaining PLCs has been
suggested as a strategy to enhance classroom instruction. Through an examination of
instructional coaching, teachers and principals, and the learning environment, this study
examined the influence of instructional coaching on teacher and principal behaviors and
attitudes. If the substance reported on in the literature review occurs in the data, then we can
expect that, if instructional coaching is available to teachers and principals, they should
demonstrate a change in behavior as evidenced in their learning environment.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study examined the influence of instructional coaches on the learning environment
via teachers’ and principals’ attitudes and behaviors and the development of professional
learning communities (PLCs). Through an examination of the characteristics of a PLC, shared,
collaborative, and collective leadership should be apparent. Professional learning communities
require the use of inquiry, analysis of student work, an elimination of teacher isolation,
collaboration, and an examination of the teacher’s instructional practices. The organizational
health of the learning environment, created through a PLC, is influenced by the relationships
formed and the leadership within the environment. Therefore, this study examined the role of
instructional coaches as a relationship builder and the influence they have on the organization.
Chapters I and II provided the background and significance of the proposed study. Chapter III
explains the methods used to conduct this study. The methodology includes a description of the
population in two programs, an overview of the research design, a description of the data
retrieved from Program II, and an explanation of the techniques that were used to analyze the
data.
Design of the Study
This study focused on the influence of instructional coaches on teacher and principal
behaviors and attitudes within the learning environment. To accomplish this, the study examined
a final evaluation report from an existing instructional coaching program in South Carolina. The
study also examined data retrieved from a baseline PLC survey given to participants in the i3
program in Pennsylvania. Both programs claim to influence teacher and principal attitudes,
behaviors, and the learning environment.
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The Two Programs
This study examined the work of instructional coaches from the South Carolina Coalition
for Math and Science (SCCMS) because this model is grounded in cognitive coaching proposed
by Costa and Garmston (2002). According to Costa and Garmston (2002), the focus of cognitive
coaching is on the practitioner’s cognitive development and is implemented by mediating
thinking, perceptions, beliefs, and assumptions toward the goal of self-directed learning. The
cognitive coaching model proposes that all behavior is determined by a person’s perceptions and
that a change in perception is a prerequisite to a change in behavior (Costa & Garmston, 2002).
Additionally, the instructional coaching program was constructed upon the theory of action for
instructional improvement, which creates a focused vision (see Figure 3.1).

Figure 3.1 Theory of action.
Underlying the theory of action is the instructional coaching relationship theory—
dimensions of trust (see Figure 3.2). The theory of trust, support, reflection, and collaboration
guides all participants in the instructional coaching program; the dimensions of trust are the
central concepts.
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Figure 3.2. Instructional relationship theory—dimensions of trust.
The major tenet of the second program, Investing in Innovation (i3), is the belief that
teacher learning is situated within the supportive structure of a PLC. A PLC is neither a program
nor a prescription; rather, it is an infrastructure for professional development, school
improvement, and change (Hipp & Huffman, 2003). DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, and Many (2006)
viewed the development of a PLC along five stages of a continuum: pre-initiation, initiation,
implementation, developing, and sustaining. These stages serve as a frame through which staff
can assess their school as a PLC (Verbiest, 2011).
In the i3 program, the first phase, pre-initiation, refers to the participants’ first year of the
program. The first professional development session for participants was the ASSET Leadership
Academy I. Individuals participate in the Leadership Academy over 3 years and in three phases.
The purpose of the Academy is to assist schools in the development of a PLC to situate the
learning they will be receiving in instructional practices. However, describing discrete phases
and position along the continuum in the development of a PLC is not practical as some
dimensions of development and can be far more difficult to locate than others (Verbiest, 2011).
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Additionally, schools do not always develop and may slide back into previous stages (Verbiest,
2011). Therefore, it is important for the success of the program and the development of schools
that the program provide other initiatives that are proven to influence teacher and principal
attitudes and behaviors and affect the learning environment in the same positive way that a PLC
should.
Programs I and II were examined within the triadic reciprocal causation (TRC) model
(Bandura, 1986). The study examined the influence of instructional coaches on teacher and
principal attitudes, behaviors, and the learning environment (see Table 3.1). Examination
considered the Final Evaluation Report for South Carolina’s instructional coaching initiative.
The report summarizes 3 years of data collection and analyses between 2007 and 2010 on the
evaluation of instructional coaching. This effort was a joint project between the SCCMS and the
MSU of the South Carolina State Department of Education (SCDoE). The instructional coaching
project mission was to build capability and capacity in the areas of pedagogy, content, and
professional relationships.
The study also examined the initial phase of the PLCs of the participants in the i3
program with a focus on teacher and principal attitudes, behaviors, and the learning environment.
Data included pre-existing baseline data from the PLCA-R (Olivier, Hipp, & Huffman, 2010),
which was given to the participants to determine school placement on the PLC continuum at the
beginning of the program. This survey data was used as a baseline for the development of PLCs
over the 5-year term of the program. Specifically, this study examined the following questions:
1. How does instructional coaching influence teachers’ attitudes and behaviors?
2. How does instructional coaching influence principals’ attitudes and behaviors?
3. How does instructional coaching influence the health of the learning environment?
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4. How does the PLC of the i3 program influence the learning environment?
5. How does instructional coaching influence PLCs?
6. How do PLCs that engage in instructional coaching influence the learning
environment?
Table 3.1
Instructional Coaching and PLCs effects on attitudes, behaviors, and environment

Instructional
Coaching
PLCs

Attitudes
Mediate thinking
Trust-response aspect

Behaviors
Mediate action
Trust-human aspect

Environment
Community of practice

Collective learning &
application
Shared values & vision

Shared & supportive
leadership
Shared personal practice

Supportive conditions –
Structures
Supportive conditions –
Relationships

If both programs were explained by the TRC model, then the information was used to
answer the question, How does instructional coaching influence a PLC and, thus, influence the
learning environment?
The purpose of using this methodology is to determine whether the theoretical lens
introduced in Chapter I explores the problem and ends with a call for action. The specific
method design employed for this study was a concurrent triangulation. The use of this method
allowed for a comparison of the findings of the two programs. Figure 3.3 depicts the research
process to analyze the findings from surveys of the two programs. The findings were compared
in the analysis and interpretation of the result was used to develop recommendations.
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Program I
Evaluation report for South
Carolina Instructional Coaching
Initiative

Program Analysis

Comparative Evaluation
Analysis

Program II
Professional Learning
Communities AssessmentRevised PLCA-R

Program Analysis

Figure 3.3. The concurrent triangulation method adapted from Creswell (2009).
Collection Process
First, an examination of Program I was conducted using the Final Evaluation Report for
South Carolina’s instructional coaching initiative, which is a public document (Larson, Stuhlsatz,
& Shaw, 2010) (see Appendix A). This report summarizes data collection and analysis in 2008
and 2010, which evaluated instructional coaching in South Carolina. The program placed math
and science teachers in instructional coaching positions within South Carolina middle schools.
In these schools, instructional coaches worked with administrators and teachers to build PLCs
and focused on improvement of instruction to increase student achievement.
Data collection instruments included established tools such as the Diagnostic Teacher
Assessments in Mathematics and Science (University of Louisville, 2004) and the Communities
of Practice Collaborative Assessment Rubric (CoPCAR). In addition, a set of relationship
surveys were constructed specifically to gather information from program participants to provide
a better understanding of elements that lead to effective relationships with instructional coaches.
The evaluation examined instructional coaching through the lens of nine evaluation questions
that were constructed collaboratively between instructional coaching leadership and the
evaluation team. For the purpose of this study, the focus was on the results of two of the
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questions posed because they focused on behaviors, attitudes, and learning environment for
teachers and administrators with the instructional coach.
1. What is the nature of an effective instructional coach-teacher relationship?
2. What is the nature of an effective instructional coach-school administrator
relationship?
The analysis of Program II used pre-existing data and served to determine results from
the Professional Learning Communities Assessment (PLCA-R, 2010) (see Appendix B). ASSET
administered the PLCA-R to participants as part of a baseline for the i3 program. The PLCA-R
was initially created to assess everyday classroom and school-level practices in relation to PLC
dimensions (Olivier, Hipp, & Huffman, 2003). The questionnaire was created to assess everyday
classroom and school-level practices as they relate to identified dimensions of PLCs. Of note,
this measure has been administered to professional staff in numerous school districts at various
grade levels throughout the United States. The widespread use of this instrument provided an
opportunity to review the dimensions for internal consistency. The most recent analyses of this
diagnostic tool (N = 1209) confirmed Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for internal
consistencies on the factored subscales as follows:
1. Shared and Supportive Leadership (SSL; .94)
2. Shared Values and Vision (SVV; .92)
3. Collective Learning and Application (CLA; .91)
4. Shared Personal Practice (SPP; .87)
5. Supportive Conditions-Relationships (SCR; .82)
6. Supportive Conditions-Structures (SCS; .88)
7. One-factor solution (.97)
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The analysis of the PLCA-R also provided a descriptive statistic for each item. Mean
scores for the measure resulted in a high of 3.27 within the CLA dimension to a low of 2.74
within the SPP dimension. Subsequent studies have provided ongoing validation of this tool
(Olivier et al., 2010). Additionally, this assessment tool was evaluated for construct validity
(expert study and factor analysis) and yielded satisfactory construct validity (Olivier et al., 2010).
The developers of the PLCA assessment determined an important aspect of PLCs was
missing from the original instrument, that is, the collection, interpretation, and use of data in
order to focus improvement efforts. The importance of this practice in learning communities is
supported in Hord and Hersh’s (2008) assertion that “staff learning precedes student learning,
and its focus derives from the study of both student and staff data that reveal these specific
needs. Thus, the staff engages in intentional and collegial learning aligned with needs and goals
determined by data” (p. 29). Specific items related to data are now integrated within each of the
PLC dimensions. The PLCA-R serves as a more powerful diagnostic tool for identifying schoollevel practices that support intentional professional learning (Olivier et al., 2010).
To verify the relevance of the seven new statements that directly addressed a school’s use
of data, responses were solicited from educators who were knowledgeable about the original
PLCA, through an Expert Opinion Questionnaire (EOQ). The EOQ respondents measured
statements in terms of their relevance to data practices within a PLC using a 3-point rating scale:
H/3 for a high level of importance and relevance to the PLCA instrument revision, M/2 for a
medium level of importance and relevance to the PLCA instrument revision, and L/1 for a low
level of importance and relevance to the PLCA instrument revision. Findings from the EOQ
resulted in 51 usable surveys in which seven items were rated on the 3-point scale. Responses
were overwhelmingly positive with collective ratings ranging from a high of 2.94 to a low of
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2.69, and the overall panel member ratings resulted in inclusion of all seven proposed items in
the PLCA revision (PLCA-R) (Olivier et al., 2010).
Population
Program I was evaluated during the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years. A total of
395 middle school science and mathematics teachers in eight South Carolina regions were
assisted by 39 instructional coaches in three cohorts. These 395 middle school science and
mathematics teachers and 41 administrators from these schools were included in the study.
Program II was evaluated in April 2011. During this evaluation, 417 K-6 teachers and 23
elementary principals completed the PLCA-R (2010). The K-6 teachers and principals were
employed by 23 schools, demographically rural, with low SES greater than 40%. The i3 program
defines high-needs as:


Low socioeconomic status (SES): 40% or more students receive free or reduced
lunch.



Race to the Top “Turnaround Schools:” Title I eligible with at least 50% of students
at or below basic (25th percentile), 30% or more students below basic (10th
percentile), and less than 6.6% improvement in percentage of students below basic
since 2005 (75th percentile).



Rural or rural low-income schools: Based on the population density of the school
district according to federal guidelines.
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Table 3.2
Demographics of the Participants

School District
(SD)
SD1
SD2
SD3
SD4
SD4
SD5
SD6
SD6
SD7
SD8
SD8
SD9
SD10
SD11
SD12
SD13
SD14
SD15
SD16
SD17
SD17
SD17
SD18

Building
(B)
SD1/B1
SD2/B1
SD3/B1
SD4/B1
SD4/B2
SD5/B1
SD6/B1
SD6/B2
SD7/B1
SD8/B1
SD8/B2
SD9/B1
SD10/B1
SD11/B1
SD12/B1
SD13/B1
SD14/B1
SD15/B1
SD16/B1
SD17/B1
SD17/B2
SD17/B3
SD18/B1

Low SES
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

% Free or
Reduced
Lunch
86.80%
46.02%
43.11%
40.74%
38.95%
29.12%
29.23%
26.39%
82.46%
47.39%
51.23%
45.62%
43.60%
47.16%
50.33%
58.86%
47.44%
90.22%
50.00%
58.11%
44.21%
27.80%
47.71%

Title I
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
N/A
Yes
N/A
Yes

Rural
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

Program I: Methods
Using the final evaluation report for South Carolina instructional coaching initiative
(Larson et al., 2010), the study examined the findings through the lens of reciprocal determinism.
This evaluation was used to answer the following questions:
1. How does instructional coaching influence teachers’ attitudes and behaviors?
2. How does instructional coaching influence principals’ attitudes and behaviors?
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3. How does instructional coaching influence the learning environment?
The relationship surveys of the evaluation report for SCCMS were developed to
determine how the instructional coach mediated thinking, mediated action, and developed trusthuman aspect and trust-resource aspect with teachers and administrators. The SCCMS has two
major purposes: (a) prepare and support school coaches to engage teachers in reflective practices
and assist them in implementing effective instructional strategies in mathematics and science and
(b) support learning communities as they plan, implement, and reflect on mathematics and
science instruction (Mundry & Stiles, 2009). According to Barkley and Bianco (2011),
instructional coaches initiate work with teachers to change, alter, or add behaviors that might
serve them better when delivering instruction. Considering these statements, the final report was
examined through the TRC model (see Figure 3.4), which is based on Bandura's (1986) theory
that personal factors or attitudes influence and are influenced by behaviors and the social
environment.
Program II: Methods
It is assumed participants, at the beginning of the i3 program, who completed the PLCAR survey, were in varying states regarding teacher and principal behaviors and attitudes. The
PLCA-R administered at the beginning of the program aimed to assess the climate of participant
learning environments before they received treatment under the program. The PLCA-R is a
questionnaire that assesses participants’ perceptions about their principal, staff, and stakeholders
based on the dimensions of PLCs and related attributes. This survey contains a number of
statements about practices that occur in schools. Participants who completed the PLCA-R read a
series of statements and rated each statement on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4
= strongly agree) that best reflected their personal degree of agreement.
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The PLCA-R survey was examined through the TRC model (see Figure 3.3), which is
based on Bandura’s (1986) theory that personal factors or attitudes influence and are influenced
by behaviors and the social environment. Triadic reciprocal causation refers to the mutual
influence between three sets of factors, personal or attitude, behaviors, and the environment
(Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1986) proposed that a person’s attitudes or behaviors could influence
his or her environment. The idea that behavior is controlled or determined by the individual,
through cognitive processes, and by the environment, through external social stimulus events, is
referred to as reciprocal determinism (Bandura, 1986).
The basis of reciprocal determinism is that individual behaviors are transformed when
subjective thought processes become transparent because they contrast with cognitive,
environmental, and external social stimulus events (Bandura, 1986). Because Program II used
the PLCA-R survey to measure perceptions of a school’s PLC using science and math teachers,
this researcher examined the PLCA-R survey through the lens of reciprocal determinism.
Attitude
(Personal Factors)

Environment

Behavior

Figure 3.4. Bandura’s (1986) TRC model.
Within the PLCA-R survey, attitude (personal factors, cognitive process) questions were
captured in the CLA and SVV statements, with the words sense of values, shared values, support
norms, visions for school improvement, shared vision, creating high expectations, prioritize
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actions, seek knowledge, reflect commitment to improvement efforts, search for solutions,
collective learning, respect diverse ideas, learn together, focus on teaching and learning, analyze
data to assess practices, and improve teaching and learning (Olivier, 2013). One could make a
case that statements relating to CLA could be described as actions or behaviors as well as
attitudes. However, this researcher considered attitudes as identifying both personal factors and
cognitive processes as the connection between attitudes and CLA (Olivier, 2013).
The behavior questions were captured in the SPP and the SSL statements with the words
observe, provide feedback, share ideas, review, coaching, mentoring, apply learning, share
results, share student work, discuss, make decisions, incorporate, address, provide opportunities,
share responsibility, participate, promote, nurture, assume responsibility, and use multiple
sources of data (Olivier, 2013).
The environment questions were captured in the SCR and SCS statements with the words
caring relationships exist, culture of trust and respect, achievement is recognized and celebrated,
sustained and unified effort to change culture, honest and respectful relationships, time for
collaborative work, promote collective learning and shared practice, fiscal resources are
available, appropriate technology is available, resource people for learning, clean, attractive,
inviting, proximity allows for collaboration, communications systems flow, and data is made
available to staff (Olivier, 2013).
Program II: Statistical Methods
This study used a descriptive analysis to examine the characteristics of the PLC for 414
teachers and 23 principals in the i3 program. Frequency distribution was used for the specified
variables to describe and summarize the data. The output included the number of occurrences,
percentages, valid percentages, and cumulative percentages. The valid and cumulative
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percentages comprised only the data that were not designated as missing. The data used were
measured on an ordinal scale; therefore, frequency distributions were useful in reporting
percentile ranks and modes. The descriptive analysis included traditional values for frequencies,
percentages, means, standard deviations, and ranges. The results were used to develop a
summative analysis of the survey findings.
Each teacher and principal responded on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 4
= strongly agree) for each survey statement, which was used to create a new variable. The new
variables created were Collective Learning and Application (CLA), Shared Values and Vision
(SVV), Shared Persona; Practice (SPP), Shared and Supportive Leadership (SSL), Supportive
Conditions- Relationships (SCR), and Supportive Conditions- Structures (SCS). The CLS and
SVV were analyzed for participants’ attitudes about their PLCs. Shared Personal Practice and
SSL were analyzed for participants’ behaviors within their PLCs. Additionally, SCR and SCS
were analyzed for participants' perceptions about their PLC environments.
Coalesce of Programs I and II
During the coalescence of Programs I and II, findings were compared on teachers’ and
principals’ attitudes, behaviors, and environments in relation to their learning communities. The
results were used to develop recommendations for the development of the learning communities
in the i3 program. In particular, recommendations were made as to whether instructional
coaching influences teachers’ and principals’ attitudes and behaviors and thus influences the
learning environment. Results are reported with a summary of findings and recommendations
are made for the participants in the i3 program.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The intent of this research project was to examine the influence of instructional coaches
on the learning environment. Specifically, through a review of pre-existing data from a final
evaluation report on the influence of instructional coaches with teachers and administrators and
on a number of professional learning communities (PLC), at the development stage, this study
examined the factors of attitude, behavior, and environment to determine how researcher can
develop these factors further
Program I
The instructional coaching program in South Carolina (SCCMS) is constructed on the
Math and Science Unit (MSU) of the South Carolina State Department of Education’s (SCDoE)
Theory of Action. All instruction and support of educators are situated within this framework.
Underlying the theory of action for instructional improvement is the philosophy of trust as a
central concept. The framework includes four dimensions, mediated thinking (attitude),
mediated action (behavior), human aspect (environment), and resource aspect (environment).
Because trust is relational, the surveys (see Appendix A) used to evaluate the coaching
program, focused on the nature of an effective coach/teacher relationship and coach/school
administrator relationship. Other surveys used to determine the effectiveness of support for
coaches with the use of virtual technologies were not used in this study.
Findings of the Nature of an Effective Instructional Coach/Teacher Relationship
The relationship survey for the evaluation included items related to instructional coach
relationship theory using questions on mediated thinking, mediated action, trust-human aspects,
and trust-resource aspects. Middle school math and science teachers were selected to work full
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time as instructional coaches throughout South Carolina on a one coach-one school-one specialty
model. Using research-based strategies and functioning in various professional roles, coaches
interacted with school principals and teachers to increase educators’ capacities to improve
classroom instruction.
The evaluation of the coaching project lasted for 3 years that began during the 2007-2008
academic year and concluded during in the 2009-2010 academic year. Qualitative and
quantitative evidence of the affects of the project were related to six evaluation questions; in
particular, for this study, the questions and findings used were (1) What is the nature of an
effective coach/teacher relationship? and (2) What is the nature of an effective coach/school
administrator relationship? The surveys for each group included items related to the coach
relationship theory—mediated thinking, mediated action, trust-human aspect, and trust-resource
aspect. Each survey included between eight and twelve 5-point Likert scaled items to obtain
respondents’ views on aspects of their relationships with the other coach program participants.
The coach/teacher relationship survey indicated at least 80% of respondents agreed or
strongly agreed that the coach mediated teacher thinking (attitude). This finding was
demonstrated by the coach supporting the teacher on becoming a self-reflective learner,
identifying effective instructional practices, separating fact from opinion when improving
instructional practice, and setting aside personal biases. Combined ratings of disagree and
strongly disagree for every statement varied between 6.5% and 11.3%. Thus, at the time of this
study, a minority of teachers had not been affected by their coaches positively. The report
attributed this finding to the challenges inherent in any coaching process.
The coach/teacher relationship survey indicated at least 76% of respondents agreed or
strongly agreed that the coach mediated teacher action (behavior). This finding was
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demonstrated by the coach assisting the teacher in becoming more collaborative in solving
problems, becoming intentional in moment-by-moment decisions in the classroom, engaging in
instructional planning based on student needs, and building collegial relationships. The largest
percentage of teachers (61%) strongly agreed that their coaches encouraged them to implement
new teaching strategies and techniques.
The coach/teacher relationship survey indicated at least 84% of the teachers agreed or
strongly agreed that their coaches successfully built the human and resource aspects
(environment). This development was demonstrated by coaches’ treatment of teachers as peers
and colleagues with genuine conversations, support of teacher growth, support in instructional
design and technical information, and modeling instructional strategies for the content taught.
Findings of the Nature of an Effective Instructional Coach/Administrator Relationship
School administrators were asked to consider their interactions with coaches and
coaches’ interactions with teachers. Administrators were asked to complete a survey to rate their
agreement on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The
coach/administrator relationship survey indicated at least 94% of respondents agreed or strongly
agreed that their coaches mediated their thinking (attitude). Specifically, participants reported
that coaches supported teachers in becoming self-reflecting learners and helped teachers identify
alternative ways to think about their instructional practices. The coach/administrator relationship
survey indicated at least 88% of administrators agreed or strongly agreed that the coach helped
teachers become collaborative in solving problems and furthered their abilities to build collegial
relationships within the school (behavior).
The coach/administrator relationship survey indicated at least 94% of the administrators
agreed or strongly agreed that coaches successfully built the human and resource aspects with
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administrators (environment). The survey also indicated that 88% strongly agreed that the
coaches (1) possessed deep content knowledge; (2) helped teachers identify instructional practice
areas that could be improved; (3) communicated using clear and unambiguous language; (4)
showed, modeled, and demonstrated instructional strategies relevant to the content teachers
teach; (5) helped teachers effectively monitor student achievement and progress; and (6)
provided support in instructional design.
Program II
A 5-year professional development program (i3) in Pennsylvania, designed and delivered
by ASSET Inc., was developed to advance teacher instructional practices in the science domains
from 2010 to 2015. Part of the logic model for the program was developing PLCs in each of the
23 schools. This determination was made based partly on a review of literature on professional
development for teachers and research that school effectiveness reform falls short because of the
complexity, misguided efforts, lack of vision of measurable outcomes, lack of perseverance and
commitment, and the inability to address the change process (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Also
relevant was research on teacher workplace factors, which found that teachers who felt supported
in their environments were more committed and effective than were those who did not feel
supported (Rosenholtz, 1989).
This study focused on the influence instructional coaches have on teacher and principal
behaviors and attitudes within the learning environment to assist in the development of the PLCs.
To determine the perceptions that teachers and principals held of their current PLCs, the
Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA-R) (see Appendix B) was administered to
417 K-6 teachers and 23 elementary principals who participated in the program before they
received any PLC development sessions.
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This program was examined within the TRC model (Bandura, 1986) with a focus on
teacher and principal attitudes, behaviors, and learning environments. Within the PLCA-R
survey, teachers’ and principals’ attitudes about their learning communities were measured using
questions on the Collective Learning and Application (CLA) and Shared Values and Vision
(SVV) surveys. Teachers’ and principals’ behaviors were measured on Shared Personal Practice
(SPP) and Shared and Supportive Leadership (SSL) surveys. Environment was measured using
questions on Supportive Conditions-Relationships (SCR) and Supportive Conditions-Structures
(SCS) surveys. Each survey included between five and eleven 4-point Likert scale items to
obtain respondents’ views on aspects of their current PLCs.
Frequency distribution was used for the specified variables to describe and summarize the
data. Output included the number of occurrences, percentages, valid percentages, and
cumulative percentages. The valid and cumulative percentages comprised only data that were
not designated as missing. Data were measured on an ordinal scale; therefore, frequency
distribution was useful in reporting percentile ranks and modes.
Description of Teachers’ Attitudes concerning PLCs
The survey on the initial phase of teachers’ attitudes indicated that 49.5% agreed or
strongly agreed on the CLA (see Table 4.1), and 39.2% agreed or strongly agreed on the SVV
(Table 4.2). Of the 415 teachers surveyed, 406 rated their agreement with statements on the
CLA and 403 rated their agreement with statements on the SVV. The score 3.0 was the most
commonly occurring value for the CLA and the SVV surveys. The data in Table 4.1 suggest the
need for collective inquiry wherein participants seek new methods and answers to instructional
practices. The data also indicate an absence of community discussions on the assumptions and
beliefs of arriving at a common understanding with designed action steps and implemented
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action plans. The data presented in Table 4.2 indicate an absence of a clear and shared vision,
which, once established, should motivate, energize, create a proactive orientation, provide
organizational direction, establish standards of excellence, and aid in the creation of action plans.
Table 4.1
Frequencies for Teachers’ CLA

Valid

1.20
1.70
1.90
Disagree
2.10
2.20
2.30
2.40
2.50
2.60
2.70
2.80
2.90
Agree

3.10
3.20
3.30
3.40
3.50
3.60
3.70
3.80
3.90
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
1
3
3
9
8
9
16
23
34
36
61
63
20
20
16
24
9
8
8
10
12
11
406
9
415

Percent
.2
.2
.2
.7
.7
2.2
1.9
2.2
3.9
5.5
8.2
8.7
14.7
15.2
4.8
4.8
3.9
5.8
2.2
1.9
1.9
2.4
2.9
2.7
97.8
2.2
100.0
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Valid Percent
.2
.2
.2
.7
.7
2.2
2.0
2.2
3.9
5.7
8.4
8.9
15.0
15.5
4.9
4.9
3.9
5.9
2.2
2.0
2.0
2.5
3.0
2.7
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
.2
.5
.7
1.5
2.2
4.4
6.4
8.6
12.6
18.2
26.6
35.5
50.5
66.0
70.9
75.9
79.8
85.7
87.9
89.9
91.9
94.3
97.3
100.0

Table 4.2
Frequencies for Teachers’ SVV

Valid

1.22
1.44
1.67
1.78
1.89
Disagree
2.11
2.22
2.33
2.44
2.56
2.67
2.78
2.89
Agree
3.11
3.22
3.33
3.44
3.56
3.67
3.78
3.89

Strongly
Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
1
2
6
12
23
19
22
24
26
35
37
36
62
28
11
17
9
6
3
8
6
8
403
12
415

Percent
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5
1.4
2.9
5.5
4.6
5.3
5.8
6.3
8.4
8.9
8.7
14.9
6.7
2.7
4.1
2.2
1.4
0.7
1.9
1.4
1.9
97.1
2.9
100

Valid Percent
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5
1.5
3
5.7
4.7
5.5
6
6.5
8.7
9.2
8.9
15.4
6.9
2.7
4.2
2.2
1.5
0.7
2
1.5
2

Cumulative
Percent
0.2
0.5
0.7
1.2
2.7
5.7
11.4
16.1
21.6
27.5
34
42.7
51.9
60.8
76.2
83.1
85.9
90.1
92.3
93.8
94.5
96.5
98
100

100

Of teachers who completed the CLA survey, 388 agreed or strongly agreed with Survey
Statement 28: School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning (see Table
4.3). Additionally, 125 participants disagreed or strongly disagreed with Survey Statement 24: A
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variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning through open dialogue (see
Table 4.4).
Table 4.3
Frequency for Statement 28

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
4
22
273
115
414
1
415

Percent
1
5.3
65.8
27.7
99.8
0.2
100

Valid Percent
1
5.3
65.9
27.8
100

Cumulative
Percent
1
6.3
72.2
100

Table 4.4
Frequency for Statement 24

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
7
118
241
46
412
3
415

Percent
1.7
28.4
58.1
11.1
99.3
0.7
415

Valid Percent
1.7
28.6
58.5
11.2
100

Cumulative
Percent
1.7
30.3
88.8
100

100

Of teachers who completed the survey for SVV, the majority (N = 351) agreed or
strongly agreed with Survey Statement 20: Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared
vision (see Table 4.5). Of the teachers who completed the survey for SVV, the majority (N =
197) disagreed or strongly disagreed with Survey Statement 17: School goals focus on student
learning beyond test scores and grades (see Table 4.6).
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Table 4.5
Frequency for Statement 20

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
3
61
277
74
415
3
415

Percent
0.7
14.7
66.7
17.8
100
0.7
61

Valid Percent
0.7
14.7
66.7
17.8
100
0.7
14.7

Cumulative
Percent
0.7
15.4
82.2
100
0.7
14.7

Table 4.6
Frequency for Statement 17

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
40
157
162
53
412
3
415

Percent
9.6
37.8
39
12.8
99.3
0.7
415

Valid Percent
9.7
38.1
39.3
12.9
100

Cumulative
Percent
9.7
47.8
87.1
100

100

Description of Teachers’ Behaviors Concerning the PLCs
The survey on the initial phase of teachers’ behaviors indicated that 33.4% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that their schools engaged in SPP (see Table 4.7), and 39.2% agreed or
strongly agreed that their schools had SSL (see Table 4.8). Of 415 teachers surveyed, 413 rated
their agreement with the statements for SPP and 395 rated their agreement with the statements
for SSL. The score 3.0 was the most commonly occurring value for SSL and SPP.
The data presented in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 indicate an absence of teachers who were action
oriented and who recognized that learning always occurs in the context of an action. The data
also suggest the need for teacher collaboration when defining roles, setting goals for professional
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learning, having a willingness to develop and test their assumptions, evaluating results, and
developing new theories. The data further indicate an underdeveloped teacher understanding of
the importance of the role of failed experiments as part of the learning process.
Table 4.7
Frequencies for Teachers’ SPP

Valid

Strongly Disagree
1.29
1.43
1.57
1.71
1.86
Disagree
2.14
2.29
2.43
2.57
2.71
2.86
Agree
3.14
3.29
3.43
3.57
3.71
3.86
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
4
3
5
1
7
9
13
27
36
39
50
50
31
64
15
17
10
15
4
5
8
413
2
415

Percent
1
0.7
1.2
0.2
1.7
2.2
3.1
6.5
8.7
9.4
12
12
7.5
15.4
3.6
4.1
2.4
3.6
1
1.2
1.9
99.5
0.5
100
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Valid Percent
1
0.7
1.2
0.2
1.7
2.2
3.1
6.5
8.7
9.4
12.1
12.1
7.5
15.5
3.6
4.1
2.4
3.6
1
1.2
1.9
100

Cumulative
Percent
1
1.7
2.9
3.1
4.8
7
10.2
16.7
25.4
34.9
47
59.1
66.6
82.1
85.7
89.8
92.3
95.9
96.9
98.1
100

Table 4.8
Frequencies for Teachers’ SSL

Valid

1.27
1.36
1.64
1.73
1.82
1.91
Disagree
2.09
2.18
2.27
2.36
2.45
2.55
2.64
2.73
2.82
2.91
Agree

3.09
3.18
3.27
3.36
3.45
3.55
3.64
3.73
3.82
3.91
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
3
4
4
2
2
5
6
11
11
23
16
16
21
25
27
30
34
38
17
15
25
12
14
10
2
5
4
5
8
395
20
415

Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
0.7
0.8
0.8
1
1
1.8
1
1
2.8
0.5
0.5
3.3
0.5
0.5
3.8
1.2
1.3
5.1
1.4
1.5
6.6
2.7
2.8
9.4
2.7
2.8
12.2
5.5
5.8
18
3.9
4.1
22
3.9
4.1
26.1
5.1
5.3
31.4
6
6.3
37.7
6.5
6.8
44.6
7.2
7.6
52.2
8.2
8.6
60.8
9.2
9.6
70.4
4.1
4.3
74.7
3.6
3.8
78.5
6
6.3
84.8
2.9
3
87.8
3.4
3.5
91.4
2.4
2.5
93.9
0.5
0.5
94.4
1.2
1.3
95.7
1
1
96.7
1.2
1.3
98
1.9
2
100
95.2
100
4.8
100

Of the teachers who completed the SPP survey, the majority (N = 386) agreed or strongly
agreed with Survey Statement 33: Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for
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improving student learning (see Table 4.9). The majority (N = 249), disagreed or strongly
disagreed with Survey Statement 31: Opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and
offer encouragement (see Table 4.10).
Table 4.9
Frequency for Statement 33

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
9
20
258
128
415

Percent
2.2
4.8
62.2
30.8
100.0

Valid Percent
2.2
4.8
62.2
30.8
100.0

Frequency
56
193
143
23
415

Percent
13.5
46.5
34.5
5.5
100.0

Valid Percent
13.5
46.5
34.5
5.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
2.2
7.0
69.2
100.0

Table 4.10
Frequency for Statement 31

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Cumulative
Percent
13.5
60.0
94.5
100.0

Of the teachers who completed the SSL survey, 374 agreed or strongly agreed with
Survey Statement 11: Staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about
teaching and learning (see Table 4.11). Additionally, 187 participants disagreed or strongly
disagreed with Survey Statement 10: Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and
accountability for student learning without evidence of imposed power and authority (see Table
4.12).
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Table 4.11
Frequency for Statement 11

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
3
38
274
100
415

Percent
.7
9.2
66.0
24.1
100.0

Valid Percent
.7
9.2
66.0
24.1
100.0

Frequency
28
159
201
25
413

Percent
6.7
38.3
48.4
6.0
99.5

Valid Percent
6.8
38.5
48.7
6.1
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
.7
9.9
75.9
100.0

Table 4.12
Frequency for Statement 10

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Cumulative
Percent
6.8
45.3
93.9
100.0

Description of Teachers’ Environments Concerning the PLCs
The survey on the initial phase of the teachers’ environments indicated that 46.8% of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their schools had SCR (see Table 4.13), and 26.7%
agreed or strongly agreed that their schools had SCS (see Table 4.14). Of the 415 teachers
surveyed, 410 rated their agreement with the statements for SCR, and 393 rated their agreement
with statements for SCS. The score 3.0 was the most commonly occurring value for SCR, and
the score 2.70 was the most commonly occurring value for SCS.
The data presented in Tables 4.13 and 4.14 suggest a limited leadership capacity because
of the absence of shared specific duties and responsibilities among administrators and teachers.
The data further suggest a diminished participation of principals and teachers in supportive and
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collegial manners related to sharing in the decision-making process. Further, the results indicate
the need for communication systems that promote a flow of information across the entire school
community including central office personnel, parents, and community members. In addition to
an efficient communication system, a need exists for time provided to facilitate collaborative
work, a school schedule that is flexible enough for collective learning, and fiscal resources that
are available for teachers’ professional development.
Table 4.13
Frequencies for Teachers’ SCR

Valid

Strongly Disagree
1.2
1.4
1.6
1.8
Disagree
2.2
2.4
2.6
2.8
Agree
3.2
3.4
3.6
3.8
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
1
2
2
14
26
42
58
71
83
28
19
28
13
21
410
5
415

Percent
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5
0.5
3.4
6.3
10.1
14
17.1
20
6.7
4.6
6.7
3.1
5.1
98.8
1.2
100
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Valid Percent
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.5
0.5
3.4
6.3
10.2
14.1
17.3
20.2
6.8
4.6
6.8
3.2
5.1
100

Cumulative
Percent
0.2
0.5
0.7
1.2
1.7
5.1
11.5
21.7
35.9
53.2
73.4
80.2
84.9
91.7
94.9
100

Table 4.14
Frequencies for Teachers’ SCS

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
Strongly Agree

Frequency
1
1
1
1
4
3
5
13
13
11
18
25
38
28
32
39
35
20
34
17
11
14
12
4
3
3
2
3
2

Percent
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
1
0.7
1.2
3.1
3.1
2.7
4.3
6
9.2
6.7
7.7
9.4
8.4
4.8
8.2
4.1
2.7
3.4
2.9
1
0.7
0.7
0.5
0.7
0.5

Valid Percent
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
1
0.8
1.3
3.3
3.3
2.8
4.6
6.4
9.7
7.1
8.1
9.9
8.9
5.1
8.7
4.3
2.8
3.6
3.1
1
0.8
0.8
0.5
0.8
0.5

Total

393

94.7

100

22

5.3

Valid

1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
Disagree
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
Agree

Missing System
Total

415

100

73

Cumulative
Percent
0.3
0.5
0.8
1
2
2.8
4.1
7.4
10.7
13.5
18.1
24.4
34.1
41.2
49.4
59.3
68.2
73.3
81.9
86.3
89.1
92.6
95.7
96.7
97.5
98.2
98.7
99.5
100

Of the teachers who completed the SCR survey, 375 agreed or strongly agreed with
Survey Statement 38: Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust
and respect (see Table 4.15). Additionally, 195 participants disagreed or strongly disagreed with
Survey Statement 41: School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to
embed change into the culture of the school (see Table 4.16).
Table 4.15
Frequency for Statement 38

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
4
35
230
145
414
1
415

Percent
1.0
8.4
55.4
34.9
99.8
.2
100.0

Valid Percent
1.0
8.5
55.6
35.0
100.0

Frequency
25
170
185
34
414
1
415

Percent
6.0
41.0
44.6
8.2
99.8
.2
100.0

Valid Percent
6.0
41.1
44.7
8.2
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
1.0
9.4
65.0
100.0

Table 4.16
Frequency for Statement 41

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Cumulative
Percent
6.0
47.1
91.8
100.0

Of the teachers who completed the SCS survey, the majority (N = 342) agreed or strongly
agreed with Survey Statement 49: The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows
for ease in collaborating with colleagues (see Table 4.17). Additionally, the majority (N = 252)
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disagreed or strongly disagreed with Survey Statement 43: Time is provided to facilitate
collaborative work (see Table 4.18).
Table 4.17
Frequency for Statement 49

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
9
59
258
84
410
5
415

Percent
2.2
14.2
62.2
20.2
98.8
1.2
100.0

Valid Percent
2.2
14.4
62.9
20.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
2.2
16.6
79.5
100.0

Table 4.18
Frequency for Statement 43

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
53
199
140
19
411
4
415

Percent
12.8
48.0
33.7
4.6
99.0
1.0
100.0

Valid Percent
12.9
48.4
34.1
4.6
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
12.9
61.3
95.4
100.0

Description of Administrators' Attitudes Concerning the PLC
School administrators were asked to consider their views on aspects of their current PLCs
by completing the same surveys given to the teachers. Each survey contained between five and
eleven 4-point Likert scale items to obtain respondents’ views on aspects of their current PLCs.
The survey on the initial phase of administrators’ cumulative percentage of the valid responses
concerning attitude indicated that 63.6% agreed or strongly agreed on the CLA (see Table 4.19),
and 57.1% agreed with on the SVV (see Table 4.20).
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Of the 23 administrators surveyed, 22 rated their agreement with the statements on the
CLA, and 21 rated their agreement with statements on the SVV. The score 3.0 was the most
commonly occurring value for the CLA and the SVV. The data in Tables 4.19 and 4.20 are in
contrast to the 49.5% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed on the CLA and the 39.2% of
teachers who agreed on the SVV.
Table 4.19
Frequencies for Administrators’ Collective Learning and Application

Valid

2.30
2.40
2.50
2.60
2.70
2.90
Agree

3.10
3.50
3.60
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
2
1
2
1
5
3
3
2
1
22
1
23

Percent
4.3
4.3
8.7
4.3
8.7
4.3
21.7
13.0
13.0
8.7
4.3
95.7
4.3
100.0
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Valid Percent
4.5
4.5
9.1
4.5
9.1
4.5
22.7
13.6
13.6
9.1
4.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
4.5
9.1
18.2
22.7
31.8
36.4
59.1
72.7
86.4
95.5
100.0

Table 4.20
Frequencies for Administrators’ SVV

Valid

2.22
2.56
2.78
2.89
Agree
3.11
3.33
3.67
3.78
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
2
2
3
2
7
2
1
1
1
21
2
23

Percent
8.7
8.7
13.0
8.7
30.4
8.7
4.3
4.3
4.3
91.3
8.7
100.0

Valid Percent
9.5
9.5
14.3
9.5
33.3
9.5
4.8
4.8
4.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
9.5
19.0
33.3
42.9
76.2
85.7
90.5
95.2
100.0

Of the administrators who completed the CLA survey, 23 agreed or strongly agreed with
Survey Statement 28: School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning
(see Table 4.21). Eight administrators disagreed with Survey Statement 24: A variety of
opportunities and structures exist for collective learning through open dialogue (see Table 4.22).
These statements were the same statements that teachers agreed or strongly agreed with and
disagreed or strongly disagreed with in the teachers’ survey for CLA.
Table 4.21
Frequency for Statement 28

Valid Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
17
6
23

Percent
73.9
26.1
100.0
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Valid Percent
73.9
26.1
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
73.9
100.0

Table 4.22
Frequency for Statement 24

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
8
12
3
23

Percent
34.8
52.2
13.0
100.0

Valid Percent
34.8
52.2
13.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
34.8
87.0
100.0

Of the administrators who completed the SVV survey, the majority (N = 20), agreed or
strongly agreed with Survey Statement 17: School goals focus on student learning beyond test
scores and grades (see Table 4.23) and Survey Statement 20: Data are used to prioritize actions
to reach a shared vision (see Table 4.24). The minority (N = 6) disagreed or strongly disagreed
with Survey Statement 19: Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations that
serve to increase student achievement (see Table 4.25).
Table 4.23
Frequency for Statement 17

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
3
15
5
23

Percent
13.0
65.2
21.7
100.0

Valid Percent
13.0
65.2
21.7
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
13.0
78.3
100.0

Table 4.24
Frequency for Statement 20

Valid

Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Missing System
Total

Frequency
2
13
7
22
1

Percent
8.7
56.5
30.4
95.7
4.3
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Valid Percent
9.1
59.1
31.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
9.1
68.2
100.0

Table 4.25
Frequency for Statement 19

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
4
14
3
23

Percent
8.7
17.4
60.9
13.0
100.0

Valid Percent
8.7
17.4
60.9
13.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
8.7
26.1
87.0
100.0

Description of Administrators’ Behaviors Concerning PLCs
The survey on the initial phase of administrators’ behaviors indicated that 22.7% of
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their schools engaged in SPP (see Table 4.26), and
81% agreed that their schools had SSL (see Table 4.27). Of the 23 administrators surveyed, 22
rated their agreement with the statements for SPP, and 21 rated their agreement with statements
for SSL. The score 2.86 was the most commonly occurring value for SPP, and 3.0 was the most
commonly occurring value for SSL.
The data presented in Tables 4.26 and 4.27, when combined, suggest behaviors that
should be present in learning communities. However, a deficit is seen within the characteristics
for SPP in which only 23% agreed or strongly agrees that their communities were developed in
this area. This finding suggests the need for more opportunities for staff to observe peers and
share student work with a collaborative focus to improve instructional practices.
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Table 4.26
Frequencies for Administrators’ SPP

Valid

1.57
Disagree
2.29
2.43
2.57
2.71
2.86
Agree

3.29
3.43
3.57
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
3
1
2
4
5
1
1
1
1
1
22
1
23

Percent
4.3
4.3
13
4.3
8.7
17.4
21.7
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
95.7
4.3
100

Valid Percent
4.5
4.5
13.6
4.5
9.1
18.2
22.7
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5
100

Cumulative
Percent
4.5
9.1
22.7
27.3
36.4
54.5
77.3
81.8
86.4
90.9
95.5
100

Table 4.27
Frequencies for Administrators’ SSL

Valid

Disagree
2.73
2.91
Agree
3.09
3.18
3.36
3.55
3.64
3.91
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
2
5
3
4
2
1
1
1
21
2
23

Percent
4.3
4.3
8.7
21.7
13
17.4
8.7
4.3
4.3
4.3
91.3
8.7
100
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Valid Percent
4.8
4.8
9.5
23.8
14.3
19
9.5
4.8
4.8
4.8
100

Cumulative
Percent
4.8
9.5
19
42.9
57.1
76.2
85.7
90.5
95.2
100

Of the administrators who completed the SPP survey, the majority (N = 21) agreed or
strongly agreed with Survey Statement 33: Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions
for improving student learning (see Table 4.28). The majority (N = 14) disagreed or strongly
disagreed with Survey Statement 32: Staff members provide feedback to peers related to
instructional practices (see Table 4.29).
Table 4.28
Frequency for Statement 33

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
17
4
23

Percent
8.7
73.9
17.4
100.0

Valid Percent
8.7
73.9
17.4
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
8.7
82.6
100.0

Table 4.29
Frequency for Statement 32

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
12
8
1
23

Percent
8.7
52.2
34.8
4.3
100.0

Valid Percent
8.7
52.2
34.8
4.3
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
8.7
60.9
95.7
100.0

Of administrators who completed the SSL survey, the majority (N = 23) agreed or
strongly agreed with Survey Statement 11: staff members use multiple sources of data to make
decisions about teaching and learning (see Table 4.30). The minority (N = 4) disagreed or
strongly disagreed with Survey Statement 1: Staff members are consistently involved in
discussing and making decisions about most school issues (see Table 4.31) and Survey Statement
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10: Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student learning without
evidence of imposed power and authority (see Table 4.32).
Table 4.30
Frequency for Statement 11

Valid Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
16
7
23

Percent
69.6
30.4
100.0

Valid Percent
69.6
30.4
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
69.6
100.0

Table 4.31
Frequency for Statement 1

Valid

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
3
17
1
22
1
23

Percent
4.3
13.0
73.9
4.3
95.7
4.3
100.0

Valid Percent
4.5
13.6
77.3
4.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
4.5
18.2
95.5
100.0

Table 4.32
Frequency for Statement 10

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
4
14
5
23

Percent
17.4
60.9
21.7
100.0
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Valid Percent
17.4
60.9
21.7
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
17.4
78.3
100.0

Description of Administrators’ Environment Concerning the PLCs
The survey on the initial phase of administrators’ environments indicated that 65.2% of
respondents agreed that their schools had SCR (see Table 4.33), and 42.9% agreed that their
schools had SCS (see Table 4.34). Administrators felt structural support was lacking (43%
agreed with characteristics of this factor), and 65% of administrators agreed or strongly agreeing
that the characteristics for the relationship support were evident. Of the 23 administrators
surveyed, all rated their agreement with the statements for SCR, and 21 rated their agreement
with the statements for SCS. The score of 3.0 was the most commonly occurring value for SCR,
and 2.70 was the most commonly occurring value for SCS.
The data suggest that, while administrators feel there are caring relationships among staff
and students and a culture of respect exists, there may be a need for resources such as time,
technology, and instructional materials. The data also suggest an insufficient flow of
communication to and from staff members. While schools may promote collective learning and
shared practice, there may be a deficit of a culture of trust provided for taking risks.
Table 4.33
Frequencies for Administrators’ Supportive Conditions-Relationships

Valid Disagree
2.4
2.6
2.8
Agree
3.2
3.4
3.6
3.8
Total

Frequency
1
3
2
2
7
1
4
1
2
23

Percent
4.3
13
8.7
8.7
30.4
4.3
17.4
4.3
8.7
100
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Valid Percent
4.3
13
8.7
8.7
30.4
4.3
17.4
4.3
8.7
100

Cumulative
Percent
4.3
17.4
26.1
34.8
65.2
69.6
87
91.3
100

Table 4.34
Frequencies for Administrators’ Supportive Conditions-Structure

Valid

2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.9
Agree
3.1
3.3
3.4
3.6
3.7
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
1
1
1
2
4
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
21
2
23

Percent
4.3
4.3
4.3
8.7
17.4
13
13
8.7
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
91.3
8.7
100

Valid Percent
4.8
4.8
4.8
9.5
19
14.3
14.3
9.5
4.8
4.8
4.8
4.8
100

Cumulative
Percent
4.8
9.5
14.3
23.8
42.9
57.1
71.4
81
85.7
90.5
95.2
100

Of the administrators who completed the survey for SCR, the majority (N = 22) agreed or
strongly agreed with Survey Statement 38: Caring relationships exist among staff and students
built on trust and respect (see Table 4.35). The minority (N = 7) disagreed with Survey
Statement 40: Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school (see
Table 4.36) and Survey Statement 41: School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and
unified effort to embed change into the culture of the school (see Table 4.37).
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Table 4.35
Frequency for Statement 38

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
1
11
11
23

Percent
4.3
47.8
47.8
100.0

Valid Percent
4.3
47.8
47.8
100.0

Frequency
7
13
3
23

Percent
30.4
56.5
13.0
100.0

Valid Percent
30.4
56.5
13.0
100.0

Frequency
7
15
1
23

Percent
30.4
65.2
4.3
100.0

Valid Percent
30.4
65.2
4.3
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
4.3
52.2
100.0

Table 4.36
Frequency for Statement 40

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Cumulative
Percent
30.4
87.0
100.0

Table 4.37
Frequency for Statement 41

Valid Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Cumulative
Percent
30.4
95.7
100.0

Of the administrators who completed the survey for SCS, 23 agreed or strongly agreed
with Survey Statement 49: The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for
ease in collaborating with colleagues (see Table 4.38). Additionally, 13 administrators disagreed
or strongly disagreed with Survey Statement 51: Communication systems promote a flow of
information across the entire school community including central office personnel, parents, and
community members (see Table 4.39).
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Table 4.38
Frequency for Statement 49

Valid Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
15
8
23

Percent
65.2
34.8
100.0

Valid Percent
65.2
34.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
65.2
100.0

Table 4.39
Frequency for Statement 51

Valid Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Total

Frequency
2
11
9
1
23

Percent
8.7
47.8
39.1
4.3
100.0

Valid Percent
8.7
47.8
39.1
4.3
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
8.7
56.5
95.7
100.0

Summary
The first question in the study was as follows: How does instructional coaching influence
teachers’ attitudes and behaviors? The final report from the South Carolina coaching initiative
indicates that coaches help mediate teacher thinking while encouraging them to implement new
teaching strategies and techniques. The second research question was as follows: How does
instructional coaching influence principals’ attitudes and behaviors? A large percentage of
administrators in the South Carolina coaching initiative reported that coaches assisted in
mediating teachers’ attitudes. This finding also yielded positive administrator attitudes toward
teachers. The administrators felt that teachers became self-reflecting learners who thought about
their instructional practices while being collaborative in solving problems. The report also
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indicated that administrators’ behaviors in the South Carolina study were positively affected,
which resulted in teachers building collegial relationships within their schools.
The third research question was as follows: How does instructional coaching influence
the health of the learning environment? A large percentage of teachers and administrators in the
South Carolina study believed that coaches successfully built the human and resource aspects
while developing trusting relationships that influenced the health of the learning environment in
a positive manner. Here, the environment was characterized by a culture of deepening teacher
content, improving instructional practices, maintaining clear communication, modeling
instructional strategies, and providing necessary instructional design support.
The fourth research question was as follows: How does the PLC of the Investing in
Innovation (i3) program influence the learning environment? According to the descriptive
analysis of the baseline survey data for the i3 program, it is apparent that PLCs are in the “not
initiated” phase of development. Therefore, the environment of the school climate needs to be
developed in the caring, trust, respect, and sense of safety dimensions along with systems and
resources to promote staff and student learning. The dimensions for attitudes and behaviors that
will lead to healthy learning environments also need to be developed in the areas of having a
school vision, collective learning, distributed leadership, and collaborative work with shared
practices.
The fifth research question was as follows: How does instructional coaching influence
PLCs? The SCCMS report indicated that the community of instructional coaches, teachers, and
administrators is characterized by trust, support, honesty, confidentiality, mutual respect, and
communication toward a common goal. The report also noted the importance of the highest
level of collaboration in both the instructional coach/teacher relationship and the instructional
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coach/administrator relationship community of practice. Thus, instructional coaching should
influence a PLC in positive development toward the institutionalization of a healthy climate.
The sixth research question was as follows: How do PLCs that engage in instructional
coaching influence the learning environment? Based on the description of the existing
dimensions on attitudes, behaviors, and environments of the PLCs within the i3 program and the
report of the influence of instructional coaching on the development of PLCs in South Carolina,
the use of instructional coaches should positively influence the i3 PLCs.
Both programs were explained using the TRC model to determine the influence of
instructional coaching on PLCs and the learning environment. The specific method design
employed for this study was a concurrent triangulation. The findings were compared and an
analysis and interpretation were used to develop recommendations in Chapter V.
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION
The previous chapters provided an introduction to this study, presented and synthesized
relevant literature, described the methodology employed, and presented the results for the
quantitative analyses. In this chapter, the findings of the study are interpreted and summarized.
Additionally, the limitations of the study are acknowledged and implications of the study are
discussed.
Restatement of the Problem
Educational reform in the United States and internationally has set ambitious goals for
student learning with a significant emphasis on student achievement. Teacher professionalism is
at a threshold and transformations of this degree require a great deal of teacher planning. These
expectations can be difficult without the support and guidance of fellow teachers and school
administrators. However, educational systems do not change themselves; rather, they change
through the actions of individuals and small groups, hopefully in collaborative environments.
Furthermore, the No Child Left Behind Act of (NCLB) 2001 is based on the belief that
setting high standards and establishing measurable goals can improve individual outcomes in
education. To assist in reform, involving educators, educational scholars, and policymakers
demands increased professional development opportunities for teachers. Additionally the
National Commission on Teaching & America's Future (1996) declared, “What teachers know
and can do makes the crucial difference in what teachers can accomplish” (p. 99) Teachers can
acquire knowledge and understanding of curricular content; however, how they deliver this
information to students that has the greatest affect. To ensure that students learn and are not
being simply taught, teachers need to examine their instructional practices and determine which
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are most successful in helping all students achieve at high levels. To achieve this goal, schools
need to examine student data collectively to determine what students need to learn and how
teachers will know when each student has learned that information. Beyond these
determinations, teachers need to plan how they will respond when students experience difficulty
learning or when they know the material.
In a perfect educational setting, teachers stay up-to-date on education research, deliver
curriculum, and provide good performance and high quality techniques of instruction while
working within the matrix of increasing challenges in education (e.g., children with learning
disabilities, and physical, emotional, and nutritional needs). Teachers also manage various levels
of student achievement, from students who struggle to those who advance rapidly. To honor
both ends of this spectrum, teachers must be careful not to abort underachievers or dissipate the
drive of more advanced students and vice versa (Barkley & Bianco, 2011).
Teachers can experience high demands in meeting many professional requirements. For
example, teachers are required to be knowledgeable in the areas of learning support, design and
facilitation of classroom instruction; able to increase student achievement, and understand what
it takes to establish parent-teacher partnerships. To meet the needs of developing highly skilled
teachers, many educational leaders are exploring the benefits of supportive professional learning
communities (PLCs). However, as educators continue to struggle with ways to develop,
implement, and sustain learning within their organizations, administrators face the challenge of
too few leaders who are successful at sustaining PLCs over time (Hipp & Huffman, 2003).
Professional learning community emerged from organizational theory and human
relations literature. Senge (2000) defined a learning organization as one in which “people
continually expand their capacity to create desired results, where new and expansive patterns of
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thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free” (p. 3). Hord (2008) stated that the
work of PLCs is to provide continuous and intentional learning for staff with the intended
outcome of increasing student achievement. While the value of PLCs for school change and
education reform is widely accepted in the educational community, the challenge for school
leaders is in guiding these communities from concept to capability (Hipp & Huffman, 2003). In
light of this notion and in the face of educational reform and accountability, this study aimed to
increase understanding of the influence of PLC and an instructional coaching model to foster
collaborative change.
Findings and Interpretations
A review of the literature on PLCs revealed the following dimensions as being the most
desired: collective learning and application (CLA), shared values and vision (SVV), shared
personal practice (SPP), shared and supportive leadership (SSL), supportive conditions for
relationships (SCR), and supportive conditions for structure (SCS). Evidence of collective
learning and application includes a working collaborative to plan, sharing information, solving
problems, and providing improved learning opportunities. Shared values and vision are
evidenced when staff understand the importance of focusing on student learning and collectively
make decisions about teaching and learning.
Shared personal practice is developed through peer meetings and observations that
provide feedback on instructional practices. It is important to note that the purpose of these
meetings and observations should for increased student learning and human capacity. Shared
and supportive leadership is evidenced by the sharing of power, authority, and decision making
from the school administrators to the staff. Finally, the two supportive condition categories,
relationship and structures, are evidenced by trust, respect, norms of inquiry, positive and caring
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relationships, communication, and resources that enable staff to collaborate, meet, and examine
student data.
The Professional Learning Communities Assessment (PLCA-R) is recommended to be
used in conjunction with the Professional Learning Community Development Rubric (PLCDR)
(see Appendix C). This rubric was designed for school staff to reflect on the school’s culture and
to delineate the progression of school-level practices on each dimension of the PLC. The
PLCDR is used in the discussion of Programs I and II.
Research Question 1
The first question in the research study was as follows: How does instructional coaching
influence teacher attitudes and behaviors?
Program I
Based on the final report from the South Carolina Coalition for Mathematics and Science
(SCCMS) teachers agreed that coaches helped mediate thinking (attitudes) and encouraged them
to implement new teaching strategies and techniques. Examining the PLC dimensions for
behavior as SPP and SSL (Olivier, 2013) on the PLCDR, the instructional coaching culture
should align with the rubric in that peers meet and observe one another to provide feedback on
instructional practices and assist one another in student learning. According to the rubric, when
these dimensions are embedded within the school, formal and informal mentoring and coaching
programs should exist.
The influencing factors on behavior, examined under CLA and SVV (Olivier, 2013)
should be evidenced by sharing of information by staff, working collaboratively to plan and
solve problems, sharing visions that have undeviating focus on students learning, and supporting
norms that guide decisions about teaching and learning. The South Carolina survey results
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revealed that the majority of teachers worked together with instructional coaches to improve
their teaching practices. According to the rubric, if these dimensions are embedded within the
school, a shared vision and a set of values should exists, and staff should work together to seek
new knowledge, skills, and strategies.
Program II
Based on the PLCA-R survey that teachers in the Investing in Innovation (i3) program
completed, school staff seemed committed to enhancing learning; however, there was a need for
a variety of opportunities and structures for collective learning. Because only half the staff
agreed there was CLA, according to the PLCD Rubric, neither the staff nor the school showed
evidence of learning from one another. Additionally, only 39% of teachers agreed that their
schools had clear visions or plans of how they will focus on student learning. The majority of
the teachers appeared to work in isolation without peer observations or shared practices among
staff. According to the rubric, the majority of teachers perceived leadership roles as being held
by school administrators, and staff were less empowered concerning issues of teaching and
learning.
Research Question 2
The second research question in the study was as follows: How does instructional
coaching influence principal attitudes and behaviors?
Program I
A large percentage of administrators in the SCCMS reported that the coach assisted in
mediating teachers’ attitudes. This assistance resulted in positive administrator attitudes toward
teachers. Again, looking at the rubric, embedded within the school is a shared vision across the
entire school community that guides decisions, policies, and programs. The South Carolina
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study indicated that administrators’ and teachers’ behaviors were positively affect, and teachers
built collegial relationships within the school. Additionally, administrators demonstrated the
dimensions of SSL attitudes in that the teachers became self-reflecting learners who thought
about their instructional practices while collaborating in solving problems, which allowed them
to be part of the leadership.
Program II
The administrators in the i3 program were a little more positive in their attitudes about
CLA and SVV than were the teachers. However, as evidenced by the results, administrators
need to develop some areas within their schools. While many administrators agree that staff
were committed to programs that enhanced learning, the majority realized the need for more
opportunities and structures for collective learning. Administrators also realized the need to
develop shared visions and set of values across the entire school community and staff to guide
decisions, policies, and programs related to teaching and learning. Together, staff need to fully
share information and work together to seek new knowledge, skills, and strategies for teaching
and learning.
Research Question 3
The third research question in the study was as follows: How does instructional coaching
influence the health of the learning environment?
Program I
The dimensions of SCR and SCS suggest that schools include systems and resources to
enable staff to meet and examine student practices and outcomes. Furthermore, the entire school
community should promote sustained and unified efforts to take risks to embed change in the
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culture of the school such as caring, trust, respect, sense of safety, and recognition of
achievement.
A large percentage of teachers and administrators in the South Carolina study believed
that coaches successfully built the human and resource aspect and developed trusting
relationships that influenced the health of the learning environment in a positive manner.
Additionally, a culture of deepening teacher content, improving instructional practices, clear
communication, modeled instructional strategies, and necessary instructional design support
characterized the environment. Along with the South Carolina report on instructional coaching,
the findings from this study strongly suggest that instructional coaches have a positive influence
on teachers and administrators in the areas of attitudes, behaviors, and learning environments.
Program II
While the majority of administrators and teachers in the i3 program did not agree that
their schools had the characteristics of SCR or SCS, some administrators and teachers agreed
that caring relationships did exist among the staff. However, the greatest areas of need were in
the relationship areas of trust, respect, sense of safety, and recognition and celebration of efforts
and achievements. The resource of time seemed to be the greatest structure deficit for teachers
while poor communication across the school community was a major concern for administrators.
Additionally, administrators need to innovate and establish collective efforts that will result in
systems and resources that affect staff and student learning. In the dimension of environment
relationships, administrators and teachers need to take risks to embed change within the culture
of the school.
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Research Question 4
Research Question 4 pertained to the PLCs that were in the pre-initiating stages of
development in the i3 program. These i3 schools were not only developing learning
communities but were also attending higher levels of professional development on inquiry,
assessment, science and literacy, and problem solving in mathematics. In the developmental
stages of the program, the decision was made to provide a sustainability framework for these
schools. This framework was intended to provide leadership and stability once the funding and
prescriptive program ended. Based on the review of literature, the decision to develop PLCs was
made, and sustainability became an area of concern. Concerning sustainability, one could ask
the following: If PLC developers are outside of the community, who will continue the work once
the providers were gone? Once again, a review of the literature provided a possible solution,
which was to develop instructional coaches within schools.
The fourth research question was as follows: How does PLCs of the i3 program influence
learning environments? As shown by the descriptive analysis of the baseline survey data for the
i3 program and the use of the PLCDR, learning communities were in the “not initiated” phase of
development. Therefore, the environment of the school climate needs to be developed further in
the caring, trust, respect, and sense of safety dimensions, in addition to providing systems and
resources that promote staff and student learning. Referencing Bandura’s (1986) causation
model, developing the dimensions for attitude and behavior should lead to healthy learning
environments. Specifically, these areas of development include a clear vision for the entire
school, more opportunities for collective learning, and collaboratively work on teaching
strategies and instructional practices.
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Research Question 5
The fifth research question was as follows: How does instructional coaching influence
PLCs? Based on the report of the SCCMS, the community of instructional coaches, teachers,
and administrators agreed or strongly agreed that there is shared vision across the school
community in which an instructional coach serves to develop trust, support, honesty,
confidentiality, mutual respect, and communication toward a common goal.
The report also pointed to the highest level of collaboration in the coaching program.
Both the instructional coach/teacher relationship and the instructional coach/administrator
relationship work together to collaborate and problem solve around teaching and learning. Staff
and coaches share authority and responsibility, which results in a feeling of empowerment.
Thus, instructional coaching should influence PLCs in positive development toward the
institutionalization of healthy climates.
Research Question 6
The sixth research question was as follows: How do PLCs that engage in instructional
coaching influence the learning environment. Both programs were explained using the TRC
model to determine the influence of instructional coaching on PLCs and learning environments.
From the description of the existing dimensions on attitudes, behaviors, and environments of the
PLC within the i3 program and the report on the influence instructional coaching on the
development of the PLCs in South Carolina, it is concluded that the use of instructional coaches
should positively influence the i3 PLCs.
Limitations to the Study
With any study, limitations exist that could influence the research or findings. The most
obvious limitation to this study is that Program I did not set out to develop PLCs; rather, it set
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out to develop an instructional coaching program. However, this study was able to compare the
characteristics and dimensions of PLCs in the areas of attitudes, behaviors, and environments.
The second limitation was the use of two different surveys; one developed and used in South
Carolina and one used for the baseline data of the schools in the i3 program. Using Bandura’s
TRC model aided in bridging the two surveys. The third limitation was that it was unknown
whether in some cases those who did not respond to the survey may have disagreed with certain
questions or may not have answered the survey at all.
Implications for Future Research
This study focused on one model of coaching, instructional coaching developed by the
SCCMS and various implications for future research emerged during the study. First, to
determine whether the expected progression along the continuum of developing PLCs within the
i3 program was achieved, an examination of the final survey results on the change in teachers’
and administrators’ attitudes, behaviors, and environments could be completed. This study
examined how instructional coaching might positively influence the development of PLCs. An
examination of other possible catalyst programs, models, or initiatives to aid in the development
of PLCs could benefit the work of program providers who aim to develop teachers and
administrators.
Research shows that instructional coaching is only one model of coaching. A comparison
of various types of coaching models for classroom teachers such as, instructional coaching, peer
coaching, and mentoring of teachers could be researched. Many current coaching models require
that coaches travel to schools and teachers. In light of technological advances, an examination
on the effectiveness of a virtual coaching model as opposed to an in-person model could also be
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researched. This use of technology, if found to have a positive influence, could be used when
human resources are constrained.
Conclusion
Writing to procure funding from a large grant that is delivered over time, in particular, a
5-year grant has some sticky points. First, while the developer and provider of the program may
already have developed the core program pieces, knowing that sustainability should be an
outcome of the program is a cause for pause to determine how sustainability will be addressed.
A program component, such as instructional coaching, may not have a research study that aligns
with the proposed work. Therefore, a program developer may complete a review of the literature
and examine studies and reports that are published in hopes of finding something that resonates.
Even with studies or reports that suggest a program may be what the developer is looking
for, many times initiatives are placed into the design of the program before the developer can
even assess whether there is a need within the school or participants to receive the treatment.
This was the case with the i3 program, and the instructional coaching model to sustain the PLCs
in the participating schools. The main treatment that was measured for teachers and
administrators was the advanced professional development in inquiry, science and literacy,
assessment, and problem solving mathematics. Confidences in using these components of the
program were high based on previous experience with teachers and schools. However, using an
instructional coaching model that the developer had not used before seemed less certain that it
would indeed produce the results the developer intended.
If we take this thought further, it is understandable that some schools, administrators, and
teachers may have become leery of the next new treatment for educators to implement; teachers
have expressed frustration when implementing new school initiatives. This frustration seems to
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stem from the lack of time as a resource, lack of administrative support, feelings of isolation, and
the need to change instructional practice, which requires time and feedback.
Being mindful of these points, hopefully the development of instructional coaches for the
teachers and administrators in the i3 program will address some of these frustrations. Again, if
one examines the PLCR, it is apparent that a PLC that is fully embedded in a school should assist
in leadership development, decision-making, commitment, accountability, a shared vision, and
collaborative efforts by staff to seek new knowledge, skills, and strategies with important
feedback. Perhaps, most importantly, is that the environments in which the educators teach and
students learn should be healthy as evidenced by caring staff, trust, mutual respect, and a sense
of safety along with recognition and celebration of efforts and achievement.
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APPENDIX B
ASSET Leadership Academy
Professional Learning Communities Assessment – Revised

District _____________________________________________
School Building______________________________________
Grade Level _________________________________________
Session______________________________________________
Date________________________________________________
I am a(n):

Teacher

Administrator

Directions:
This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your principal, staff, and stakeholders based
on the dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and related attributes. This
questionnaire contains a number of statements about practices which occur in some schools.
Read each statement and then use the scale below to select the scale point that best reflects your
personal degree of agreement with the statement. Shade the appropriate oval provided to the
right of each statement. Be certain to select only one response for each statement. Comments
after each dimension section are optional.
Key Terms:
 Principal = Principal, not Associate or Assistant Principal
 Staff/Staff Members = All adult staff directly associated with curriculum, instruction, and
assessment of students
 Stakeholders = Parents and community members
Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)
2 = Disagree (D)
3 = Agree (A)
4 = Strongly Agree (SA)
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STATEMENTS

SCALE

Shared and Supportive Leadership

S
D

D

A

S
A

1.

Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions about
most school issues.

0

0

0

0

2.

The principal incorporates advice from staff members to make decisions.

0

0

0

0

3.

Staff members have accessibility to key information.

0

0

0

0

4.

The principal is proactive and addresses areas where support is needed.

0

0

0

0

5.

Opportunities are provided for staff members to initiate change.

0

0

0

0

6.

The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative actions.

0

0

0

0

7.

The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power and authority.

0

0

0

0

8.

Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff members.

0

0

0

0

9.

Decision-making takes place through committees and communication across grade
and subject areas.

0

0

0

0

10.

Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student learning
without evidence of imposed power and authority.

0

0

0

0

11.

Staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about teaching and
learning.

0

0

0

0

COMMENTS:
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STATEMENTS

SCALE

Shared Values and Vision
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

SD

A collaborative process exists for developing a shared sense of values among
staff.

0

Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions about teaching
and learning.

0

Staff members share visions for school improvement that have an
undeviating focus on student learning.

0

Decisions are made in alignment with the school’s values and vision.

0

A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision among staff.
School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and grades.
Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s vision.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0
0

Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared vision.

0
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A

0

Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations that serve to
increase student achievement.

COMMENTS:

SA
D

0
0
0

STATEMENTS

SCALE

Collective Learning and Application

S
D

D

A

S
A

21.

Staff members work together to seek knowledge, skills and strategies and apply
this new learning to their work.

0

0

0

0

22.

Collegial relationships exist among staff members that reflect commitment to
school improvement efforts.

0

0

0

0

23.

Staff members plan and work together to search for solutions to address diverse
student needs.

0

0

0

0

24.

A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning through open
dialogue.

0

0

0

0

25.

Staff members engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for diverse ideas that lead
to continued inquiry.

0

0

0

0

26.

Professional development focuses on teaching and learning.

0

0

0

0

27.

School staff members and stakeholders learn together and apply new knowledge
to solve problems.

0

0

0

0

28.

School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning.

0

0

0

0

29.

Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to assess the
effectiveness of instructional practices.

0

0

0

0

30.

Staff members collaboratively analyze student work to improve teaching and
learning.

0

0

0

0

COMMENTS:
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STATEMENTS

SCALE

Shared Personal Practice

S
D

D

A

S
A

31.

Opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and offer
encouragement.

0

0

0

0

32.

Staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices.

0

0

0

0

33.

Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for improving student
learning.

0

0

0

0

34.

Staff members collaboratively review student work to share and improve
instructional practices.

0

0

0

0

35.

Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring.

0

0

0

0

36.

Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning and share the
results of their practices.

0

0

0

0

37.

Staff members regularly share student work to guide overall school
improvement.

0

0

0

0

COMMENTS:

STATEMENTS

SCALE

Supportive Conditions - Relationships

S
D

D

A

S
A

38.

Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust and
respect.

0

0

0

0

39.

A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks.

0

0

0

0

40.

Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school.

0

0

0

0

41.

School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to embed
change into the culture of the school.

0

0

0

0

42.

Relationships among staff members support honest and respectful examination
of data to enhance teaching and learning.

0

0

0

0

COMMENTS:
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STATEMENTS

SCALE

Supportive Conditions - Structures

S
D

D

A

S
A

43.

Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work.

0

0

0

0

44.

The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice.

0

0

0

0

45.

Fiscal resources are available for professional development.

0

0

0

0

46.

Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available to staff.

0

0

0

0

47.

Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous learning.

0

0

0

0

48.

The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting.

0

0

0

0

49.

The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for ease in
collaborating with colleagues.

0

0

0

0

50.

Communication systems promote a flow of information among staff members.

0

0

0

0

51.

Communication systems promote a flow of information across the entire school
community including: central office personnel, parents, and community
members.

0

0

0

0

52.

Data are organized and made available to provide easy access to staff members.

0

0

0

0

COMMENTS:

© Copyright 2010

Source: Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2010). Assessing and analyzing schools.
In K. K. Hipp & J. B. Huffman (Eds.). Demystifying professional learning communities: School
leadership at its Best. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.
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APPENDIX C
PLCDR

Dimensions

Not Initiated

Initiation
(starting)

Implementation
(doing)

Institutionalizati
on (embedding)
Leadership and
decision making
are broad-based;
empowerment
exists around
issues of
teaching and
learning; staff
are committed
and accountable.
A shared vision
and set of values
is "lived" across
the entire school
community, and
guide decisions,
policies, and
programs related
to teaching and
learning.

Shared and Supportive
Leadership
Administrators share
power, authority, and
decision making, while
promoting and nurturing
leadership.

Leadership is
held by school
administrators;
staff are not
empowered
around issues
of teaching and
learning.

Pockets of
leadership exist
beyond school
administrators;
staff are
encouraged to
take leadership
roles.

Leadership is prevalent
across the school; staff
share power, authority,
and responsibility
around issues of
teaching and learning.

Shared Values and
Vision
The staff
share visions that have an
undeviating focus on
student learning, and
support norms of behavior
that guide decisions about
teaching and learning.

A school
vision, values
and plan do not
exist, or do not
involve
stakeholders;
there is a lack
of focus on
student
learning.

Shared vision and a set
of values exists that
reflect high
expectations for
student learning;
efforts are aligned.

Collective Learning and
Application
The staff share information
and work collaboratively
to plan, solve problems,
and improve learning
opportunities.

Collective
learning does
not exist; staff
does not show
evidence of
learning from
one another to
meet diverse
student needs.

Values and norms
are espoused; a
collaborative
process exists for
developing shared
values and vision;
some focus exists
on student
learning, but
efforts are not
aligned.
Staff meet to
share information
and discuss issues
of teaching and
learning; staff
begin to dialogue
and act on their
learning to meet
diverse student
needs.
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Staff meet regularly to
collaborate and
problem solve around
teaching and learning;
staff show evidence of
learning from one
another to meet diverse
student needs.

Staff share
information and
work together to
seek new
knowledge,
skills and
strategies; staff
apply new
learning to their
work, and search
for solutions to
address diverse
student need.

Dimensions

Not Initiated

Initiation
(starting)

Shared Personal Practice
Peers meet and observe
one another to provide
feedback on instructional
practices, to assist in
student learning, and to
increase human capacity.

Staff work in
isolation, do
not observe
one another,
offer feedback,
or share
practices with
one another.

Some staff work
collaboratively to
observe and
encourage one
another, offer
feedback, or share
practices with one
another.

Staff work
collaboratively,
observe one another,
offer feedback and
formally and
informally share
outcomes of new
practices to improve
student learning.

Supportive Conditions
(Structures)
…include systems
(communication and
technology) resources
(personnel, facilities, time,
fiscal, and materials) to
enable staff to meet and
examine practices and
student outcomes.
Supportive Conditions
(Relationships)
…include respect, trust,
norms of critical inquiry
and improvement, and
positive, caring
relationships among the
entire school community.

Systems and
resources are
not sufficient
to promote
staff and
student
learning.

The need for
adequate systems
and resources is
considered to
address staff and
student learning.

Systems and resources
are appropriate, in
most cases, to increase
staff and student
learning.

Efforts do not
exist that
promote
change in the
culture of the
school, such
as: caring,
trust, respect, a
sense of safety,
and
recognition
and celebration
of efforts and
achievement.

Some efforts exist
that promote
change in the
culture of the
school, such as:
caring, trust,
respect, a sense of
safety, and
recognition and
celebration of
efforts and
achievement.

Staff and students are
committed to promote
change in the culture
of the school, such as:
caring, trust, respect, a
sense of safety, and
recognition and
celebration of efforts
and achievement.
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Implementation

Institutionalizati
on (embedding)
Formal and
informal
mentoring and
coaching
programs exist;
staff observe one
another and
provide
feedback, staff
regularly review
student work
together and
share
instructional
practices.
Innovative
efforts result in
systems and
resources that
impact continual
staff and student
learning.

The entire
school
community
promotes
sustained and
unified efforts to
take risks to
embed change in
the culture of the
school, such as:
caring, trust,
respect, a sense
of safety, and
recognition and
celebration of
efforts and
achievement.

